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INTRODUCTION. 


Tur Introduction to a book like the Tantra-Vartika is expected tc 
contain (1) an account of the Author and (2) a brief account of the 
contents of the work. As regards (1), L have secured a contribution 
from my esteemed friend, Pandit Gopinath Kaviraj of the Sanskrit 
College, Benares, which is given below. As regards (2), I have nothing 
very much to add to what 1 have already said in my work on the 
Prabhakara School of Pūrva Mimansé. I have however come across 
certain criticisms upon this latter work, and I shall take the oppor- 
tunity afforded by this Introduction to state how far, if at all, I am 
prepared to modify my earlier opinions in the light of the said 
criticisms. 

Pandit Pashupatinath Shastri has just brought out his book on 
the ‘Introduction to Pūrva Mimanss.’ On page 10 of this book the 
learned writer demurs to my view that Kumärila has denied the 
creation of the world by God. He admits that “ Kumarila has said 
that God does neither superintend nor is the cause of this creation, and 
that the creation or dissolution of the world is impossible.” This is 
enough for my purposes ; what was the motive that led Kumārila to 


deny all this belongs to a sphere of psychological research which i> 


beyond the purview of my somewhat dull intellect. 

As regards Prabhakara’s view, Pandit Pashupatinath Shastri say~ 
“If we accept this view (that the Upanisads are Arthavada) the 
Vedanta darshana will be lost to the Prabhakaras..... The loss «! 
such a system is not a trifling matter..... If it be admitted that on 
text is not Arthavada, it can be no longer said that other texts of the 
same class. are mere Artha vãda.“ 

One is surprised at finding such an opinion coming from a pre: 
kessed student of Pūrva Mimānsā, which teems with Adhikaran’> 
among which, while some passages are regarded as Arthavada, other= 
“of the same class” are not regarded as such. 

The writer admits here also that “ the Prābhākaras have denied 
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the creation of the world” ; but here, as before, he proceeds to examine 
the motive underlying the denial. 

In an important matter like this, writers like Kumärila and 
Pra bhakara, having made a categorical denial, would certainly have sup- 
plemented it by an equally categorical affirmation of creation by God if 
they had held it to be true; and they would not have left their motive 
to be unravelled by a writer appearing more than 1,000 years later. 

We know that Kumärila and Prabhakara were firm believers in 
the soul and therefore they have both devoted a section of their works 
to that subject. If they had been equally firm in their belief in a 
creator-God, they would certainly have devoted an important section 
of their work to that important subject also. This they have not done; 
and their negative view also with regard to the existence of a creator 
they have brought in only as a side issue. The learned Shastri is at 
pains to show that these two writers are not atheistic, Nastika. T may 
be permitted to point out that there is a confusion of thought on this 
question. In the domain of Sanskrit philosophical literature, the word 
Nastika is not generally synonymous with ‘ Atheist.’ In fact the com- 
mon definition of the Nastika that we meet with is that he is one who 
decries, i.e., does not believe in, the authority of the Vedas ;—or in 
more philosophical works, as one who does not believe in the existence 
of a soul or a world other than the physical. If we take the word 
‘Nastika’ in these connotations, certainly neither Kumärila nor 
Prabhakara is a Nastika, because both of them uphold the authority of 
the Vedas and believe in the existence of soul and of the other world- 
This disposes of the reference to the Nya yaratna vall, which has de- 
clared the Bhatta and the Prabhakara systems to be Astika. 

In Chapter 1 I, the writer, towards the end, has drawn a distinction 
between words oonveying their meanings and giving rise to valid cog- 
nitions, But in this ho has apparently missed the whole point of the 
theory that every cognition is self-sufficient in its validity. If the 
word conveys a meaning, that is, if it brings about a cognition, that 
cognition must be valid per se, and for the sake of that validity there 
need be no dependence Upon anything else; so that if according to the 
author a word has to be dependent, for the sake of validity, upon other 
words, it comes to the same thing as to say that it does not convey 
any meaning at all. 
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As regards the cognition of the soul, if the cognisor is Ahampra- 
tyayagamya, it means that he is the object of the notion of Z’; and I 
would: certainly accept the verdict of the Shastradipiké rather than 
‘that of its very modern commentary. 

What we have said above is applicable to the whole of Chapter IIT, 
which deals with the question of God specifically, the whole of which, 
if one may be permitted to say so, appears to have been the outcome 
of the extremely righteous temperament of the writer, which does not 
allow him to be reconciled to the view that such eminent writers as 
Kumärila and Prabhakara could deny the creatorship of God. 

Further, we have understood Kumärila's position to be that a 
knowledge and recognition of the soul is essential for the purpose of 
the performance of one’s duties, and in that sense it is essential in a 
way to final liberation. But it is not the direct cause of liberation, as 
has been held by other philosophers. Knowledge is certainly neces- 
sary ; but only as an accessory. It is in this sense also that knowledge 
of the soul is subservient to Karma. The writer admits that know- 
ledge alone is not enough to destroy all Karmas and hence lead to 
liberation. That is exactly the view that I hold as Kumärila's, and 
I fail to see where I have not paid attentiofi to the context. 

As regards Pandit Kuppuswami Shastri’s remarks in the paper read 
by him at the Oriental Conference, I have nothing to say. Until we have 
actually discovered the works of the various Vyttikäras, we must agree 
to differ on the subject; but I do feel inclined to accept the conclu- 
sions which the learned Pandit has drawn. But this question, as also 
the question of the relationship between Kumärila and Prabhékara, 

must remain an open one, until the older vrttis have been discovered 
and also until the work of Prabhakara himself has been thoroughly 
studied with the attention that it deserves; till then we must hold our 
soul in patience and welcome all contributions from such learned col- 
leagues as Pandit Kuppuswami Shastri and Pandit Pashupatinath 
Shastri. l 

I cannot let this opportunity pass of acknowledging my obliga- 
tions to (1) Mahāmahopādhyāya Pandit Chitradhara Mishra, with 
whom I read all the Mimansa that I know, (2) to MY friend, Babu 
Govinda-dasa, of Benares, my life-long ‘ literary mentor,’ and (3) to my 
patron, the late Maharaja Lakemishvara Singh Bahadur of Darbhanga, 
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to whose kindness and loving care I owe what I am, have, and am 
going to be in the world. 


The work has taken long to be completed. This has been due to 
causes over which no one seems to have had control. 


THE UNIVERSITY, ALLAHABAD, 


GANGANATHA JHA. 
April 11th, 1924. 
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THE TANTRA-VARTIKA AND ITS AUTHOR 
(By PANDIT GOPINATH KAVIRAJ). 


Tne following pages embody a translation, made for the first time 
into English or for that matter into any language, of the famous 
Mimansa treatise, Tantra-Vartika, by the great Kumarila Bhatta. 
The translation commenced in 1896, and after a laborious and 
sustained work carried on through over 25 years has now come to a 
close. 

The Tantra-Vartika, together with Cloka-Vartika and Tuptika, 
represents & complete explanation by Kumarila of the Texts of 
Cabara’s Bhasya. The Cloka-Värtika, which is in verse and deals with 
the Tarkapada of the first Chapter of Jamini Sūtra, was translated 
long ago by the translator of the present volume. and the translation 
appeared in the same series (Bib. Ind.). The Tantra-Vartika deals 
with the rest of the lst Chapter and with Chapters II-III. The 
Tuptika treats of the remaining chapters. 

The Tantra-Vartika is a very elaborate work and requires close 
study. Even in ancient times it was not always or everywhere that a 
master of these Vartikas could be found. Not to speak of Mimansa, 
in which the place of this Vartika is unique, even the other systems of 
Indian Philosophy cannot boast of several works of equal merit. The 
translation of a book like this, so full of technicalities and the minute 
of ritualistic details many of which are not easily intelligible, involves 
immense difficulty. It is hoped therefore that the publication of this 
translation, as coming from the pen of an encyclopedic scholar who is 
not only a master of all the schools of Indian Philosophy and of 
Sahitya and Dharmasastra, but is the highest living authority in all 
matters connected with Mimamsa, will make more widely accessible a 
work which for its abstruseness has hitherto remained a sealed book to 
many. For it is an undeniable fact that, even. the so-called specialists 
in Mimansa hardly care, or are patient enough, to trudge through the 


pages of such a stupendous work. 
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The time does not seem to have yet arrived when we can correctly 
assign to Kumarila his proper place in the 
history of contemporary Indian thought. 
But it is certain that he was, like his successor 
Cankaracharya, the foremost protagonist of Vedic revival. The early 
Hindu revival which took place in the day of the Cungas and Kanvas 
was characterised by an eager desire to re-establish the glory of the 
Vedic rituals. As it was Karma-Kanda against which the early 
Buddhism carried on its crusade, it was the same which raised its head 
when the dominant hand of the last great Maurya Emperor was laid 
low in death. The performance of Acvamedha was only a symbolical 
event. The same thing recurred under the Guptas, after Buddhism 
had once more emerged in the days Kaniska and his immediate succes- 
sors. But there was this difference, viz. that though Hinduism re- 
appeared in a new form, Buddhism was not still on its way to decline. 
Var from it. The Gupta and Harsha periods form really, from the 
strictly intellectual standpoint. the most brilliant epoch in the develop- 
ment of Indian Philosophy. The two religions flourished side by side. 
The accounts of Ta Hien, Hiouen Tsang and Itsing-furnish no evidence 
of mutual animosity or bitterness or struggle of one party to gain 
ascendance over the other. But the most remarkable feature of the 
age was that, apart from Caiva, Vaisnava and Tantrika renaissance, of 
which no reasonable doubt exists, there appeared a re-awakening of 
interest in the complexity of Vedic ritualism. The composition of a 
work like the Tantra-Vartika would be an anomaly—nay, an absurdity 
—in an age in which, by reason of absence of ritualistic practices, the 
technical details so elaborately set forth in the work would lose their 
significance. 

It is interesting to observe that this is exactly the period when 
Buddhism began. to decline. And it is generally believed that a 
rila, the protagonist of Vedic ritualism, was one of the most poten 
forces actively employed in bringing about this decline. m Sui 

There were many internal causes which led to the disintegra i 
of Buddhist Church. The corruption of the 
Church was one such factor. The abuse of 
Tantric practices ended in moral degeneration; and there was an 
absolute lack of any element of check or restraint upon the free play 


K umārila’s place in 
Indian Thought. 


Numärila and Buddhism. 
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of the passions. All this tended to the overthrow of the dignity of 
Buddhism. The story of persecution is however exaggerated. Even 
assuming that the Buddhists were persecuted by Mihir Gula and the 
Hunas in Kashmir, by Qacanka Narendra, and by others, these are 
hardly worth mention, being so few and far between. The belief that 
Kumärila instigated Sudhanvan to root out Buddhism at the point of 
the sword is not historically correct, though Kumärila's tirades against 
the Buddhists are numerous, and in many cases they are well founded. 
In the Cankata Digvijaya of Madhava (7. 90) Kumärila is reported to 
have said that the Buddhist teachers with their own following used to 
propitiate kings and through them to persuade. people to accept 
Buddhism and discard Vedic faith. This sort of invidious procedure 
was certainly such as was likely to bring down contempt upon its 
followers, and it actually set aflame an independent spirit like that of 
Kumärila with righteous indignation. The statement of the Digvijaya 
(7. 90) is not unworthy of credence, for we know that Buddhism had 
always been a religion of royal patronage. It had no stamina to grow 
from within under its own auspices. Asoka, Kaniska and others 
extended patronage towards it and gave ita push forward, on which it 
became popular and universal; but as soon as such patronage and the 
missionary activities which it implied were withdrawn it shrank back 
within narrow limits and its progress was at once arrested. The entire 
history of this faith bears a similar nature. 

In Kumarila’s time the Buddhist University of Nalanda was still 
in a flourishing condition, and there was a large number of Buddhist 
thinkers all over the country. Hindu philosophical thought was mer- 
cilessly attacked in all quarters. In Nyāya Uddyotakara who had 
already recovered his Science, especially Vätsyäyana's work, from the 
attack of Dignaga, was himself made the victim of bitter assaults. 
Probably Dharmakirti was one of these assailants. It was left to 
Vachaspati in a subsequent century to reclaim Uddyotakara. The 
Vedic culture was also eclipsed by the Buddhists. And we find in 
Kumärila's Vartikas, more particularly in the Cloka-Värtika, a vehe- 
ment criticism of the Buddhist Philosophy. To one who has carefully 


— 


1 It is not believed by historians; of. Eliot, Radbakrena, Carpenter, eto. The 
strugglo between Buddhism and Hinduism was a war of the pen and not of the 


sword. 
f 
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studied the Tantra-Vartika and the Cloka-Värtika, it will be evident 
that Kumārila was very fully acquainted with the various Buddhist 
systems. 

There is a tradition recorded in Tibetan works, e.g. Chos-byun by 
Taranatha and Dpag-bsam-ljon-bzan (ed. by 
Sarat Chandra Das), that there was a contro- 
versy between Kumarila Bhatta and the Buddhist philosopher Dharma- 
kirti. It is said that Dharmakirti, desiring acquaintance with the 
secrets of the Hindu Philosophy and hearing that Kumarila Bhatta was 
the greatest exponent of the Tirthika system. disguised himself as a 
slave and entered into Kumārila’s service. Satisfied with his work 
Kumärila expounded to him the secret doctrines. Thereupon Dharma- 
kirti left off his employment and invited all Brahmanic philosophers to 
an open controversy with him. It is said that the debate lasted several 
months, and that many Brahmans who were defeated were converted 
to Buddhism. Kumärila, with a large following, then entered the lists. 
It was arranged that whoever was defeated should adopt the doctrines 
of the winner. The debate took place and Kumärila with his followers 
was defeated and converted to Buddhism.' 

In the Gankara Digvijaya of Madhava we find however a different 
account. Reading the two accounts together we feel convinced that 
Dharmakirti in disguise studied with Kumärila who gave out his 
secrets to him in confidence. But Kumarila was not then as fully. 
conversant with Buddhist Philosophy as Dharmakiriti had become 
with Hinduism, and the result was that Kumarila was defeated in 
debate. This defeat of Kumārila is recorded in the Tibetan tradition 
and is supported by the evidence of Madhava : 


warfad afa- 
waa AGATA: | 
ASAM NA 


faauma aaway: | 


Kumārila’s Conversion. 


Kumārila confesses here plainly that being ignorant of the secrets of 
the Buddhist Thought he was not able to defeat his Buddhist oppo- 
nents in debate. Tradition also has it that Kumärila, by birth a 


8. C. Vidyabhusana, ‘‘ History of Indian Logic” (1923), pp. 304--5. 


-an 
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Brahmana, had been a Buddhist monk but that he abjured it and 
adopted Hinduism (Eliot, Hinduism and Buddhism, II. pp. 110, 207). 
It is said that Kumārila wept once on hearing the Veda refuted. 
The Buddhists suspected him, seeing the tears. They threw him down 
from the roof of a high building, on which Kumārila exclaimed: “IF 
Çrutis are authoritative then I shall live.” For the hesitant expression 
(viz. “if”) and for hearing the Castras in disguise ( aiña ), one eye of 
Kumärila was destroyed. Kumärila says that the teacher of a single 
letter is to be worshipped as a Guru, while his teacher was omniscient 
(Jag) and yet he denied him—an unpardonable fault. 
We owe it to the Cankara Digvijaya that Kumärila committed 
Tia TANE iste suicide by entering the flames in crder to 
explate (woraftaw:) his sins. He says that 
his sins were twofold, viz. (1) that, though he accepted discipleship 
under a Buddhist teacher he set himself subsequently against him and 


his doctrines. This was an unpardonable sin (JA ᷑ĩe e 
Amarai: ). (2) The other fault consisted in denial of the Godhead 


It is said that Cankara, who had already prepared his Bhasyas, 
met Kumärila on his death-bed on the pyre, when his body was 
already half-burnt. Cankara asked Kumarila to prepare a Vartika on 
his Bhasya and on Kumärila's refusal to comply with his request on 
the ground of there being no time for it, he offered to revive him by 
means of his Supreme Yogic power, if the latter only consented to it. 
But Kumärila did not like the idea. 

It is a well-known fact that both Kumarila and Cankara comprise 

f in themselves the best intellectual fruits of 
ae the anti-Buddhist reaction which was already 
set afoot in the Gupta revival of the earlier 
centuries. In this respect both of them oceupy a footing of equality. 
But from a careful comparison of the contents of Gankara’s Bhasyas 
and of Kumärila's Vartikas the conclusion seems irresistible that 
Kumärila's knowledge of Buddhist Philosophy was more profound and 
more accurate, though Cankara is better known as having been more 
deeply influenced by Buddhism. The nickname A, which was 
applied to Cankara by the Vaisnavas (and by Vijiiana Bhiksu) and 
in certain Puranas, was not unfounded. But it seems, as Prof. Yama- 
kami has brilliantly shown in his ‘Systems of Buddhist Thought’ that, 
2 


“ 
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Cankara’s knowledge of Buddhist Philosophy was naturally superficial. 
in as much as he had no access to the secrets of its teachings. 

There are no certain data for determining the birth-place of 
Bhatta Kumarila. ‘Taranath says that he was 
a native of Southern India. But it is also 
believed that he was a Brahman of Bihar who abjured Buddhism for 
Hinduism.' The tradition associating Kumärila with Northern indis 
receives some support from the statement of Anandagiri in his Sankara 
Vijaya (Calcutta Edition, p 235) that Kuma rila came from the North 
(SSH ?) and persecuted the Buddhists and Jains in the South. 

We know nothing about Kumärila's family life. The Tibetan 
works assert that Kumarila was a family mar 
He was in possession of a large number of rice 
fields, and 500 male and 500 female slaves, and he was liberally 
patronised by his King. Anandagiri's statement that Mandana was 
Kumärila's sisters husband (ufaffunf) is not probablx correet 
Madhavacharya however observes that Mandana was Kumiarilas 
pupil. 

It is hardly possible to make a detinite pronouncement on the 

‘ religious convictions of Kumarila. Whatever 
e the position of Purva Mimansaé might have 
a : been in this respect, Kumarila was very prob- 

ably not an atheist in the ordinary sense of the term. The intro- 
ductory verse of the Sloka-Vartika rans thus : 

Anasazi PAATI | 

aa: AAN aa: Sarg CT | 
This refers evidently to a personal God, viz. Çiva. The commentator 
Parthasarathi himself says that this is a stuti addressed to Vi¢ve¢- 
vara Mahadeva” +; but the verse lends itself. as the scholiast observes, _ 


Kumärila's Native Place. 


Kumirrila’s Family Life. 


Eliot. Sir Charles, Hinduism and Buddhism, Vol. II. pp. 110, 207. 

2 The term Sg is vague. It may loosely stand for any part of Northern 
India from Kashmir to Magadha and Bengal, though generally the term is used 
for Kashmir and the Punjab. Magadha and Bengal are usualiy reckoned among 
the eastern countries. 

3 Cankara Vijaya (Bib. Ind. Edn., pp. 236-37). 7 l 

i fagat aeizd faya aaga l” Eliot also records the tradition ( Hindu- 

ao 


I 
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to an interpretation, though a strained one, in favour of Sacrifice. 
Kumärila observes that the Mimānsā was reduced to the position of 
the lokayata system (by Bhartrmitra and others as Pärthasärathi 
notes) and he takes the credit of having tried to recover it into the 
Astikapatha. 

That Kumärila believed in the Unity of Paramatma and in the 
multiplicity of Jivas, and in the essential identity of the two, we gather 
from the exposition of his system in the Sarvasiddhantasangraha. It 
is plainly stated that Atma is One as well as many (An fH¹mc NN i= 
One as the Supreme Self and many as the individual selves (SNN 
fare afa: d Sun:). The Supreme Self, which alone is enternal, is 
one and is present in every individual (‘waa WIN Statu eeu: NVA: 
and ‘qqa agafat asta TTA). This is exactly the teaching of 
Vedanta. And the Cloka-Vartika itself is clear on the point, viz. where 
it is stated that the theory of the Self is to be studied in detail in the 
Vedanta,' thereby implying that in this respect the teachings of the 
two systems are the same. Kumärila's belief in the Unity of the 
Supreme Self, considered as impersonal, is thus established. As to 
whether he had any faith in a personal God. of which there seems to 
be an indication in the first verse of the Cloka-Värtika, opinion differs. 
But I am inclined to think that he was at heart a believer. Vasudeva . 
Diksita in his Kutūhalavrtti (Vol. I, p. 47) also holds the same opinion 
regarding Kumarila’s belief in God.“ But God as creator of the 
Universe he has expressly denied in the Cloka-Värtika. 


` Although the chronology of Indian History is as a rule the most 
uncertain and vexed section of Indian Studies, 
we are not on such uncertain ground i in regard 
to the date of the author of Tantra- Vartika ; buf it must be confessed 


Kumüärila's Date. 


ism and Buddhism, Vol. II, p. . 207) that Kumärila was a N ‘of Siva. This 
need not militate against the popular belief that he was an incarnation of Karti- 
keya (ef. Gankara’s Sarvasiddhantasangraha). 

l ary HN CTC Caf wrest f 

HN NN dd: saifa terafaray | 
Gloke-Vartika, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, pp. 727-728. 

2 The Cankara Digvijaya plainly says that Kumārila confessed before his 

death that he had been throughout his life a believer in God. 
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that even here there are not lacking difficulties and that our conclusion 
can only be more or less of the nature of approximation. — 

The Tibetan Lama Tara Natha, in his History of Indian Buddhism, 
speaks of our author as Gzhon-un-rol-pa, which literally rendered is 
equivalent to ‘‘ Kumaralila.” There is evidently no doubt that by 
this name is meant the author of the Mimansa Vartike. Tara Jätha 
describes him as a contemporary of Srong-tsan-Gampo, who ruled in 
Tibet in the 7th Century (627-650) A.D. + 

It follows from the tradition referred to above about Kumärila's 
conversion that his date synchronises with that of Dharmakirti. We 
know that Dharmakirti was the disciple of Dharmapala, who had been 
the head of the University of Nalanda and the contemporary of 
Bhartrhari, the author of Vakyapadiya. Dharmapala was prior to 635 
A.D. when Hiuen Tsang visited Nälandd. Dharmakirti may therefore 
be assigned to a period after 635 A.D.! But he became already famous 
before 650 A.D. when Srong-tsan-Gampo died. And this supposition is 
confirmed by the fact that Itsing, who visited India in 67 1-695 A.D., 
refers to Dharmakirti among scholars of late years.“ It is even likely 
that during the period when Itsing was travelling through India 
Dharmakirti was living. 

It is of interest to note that Itsing does not mention the name of 
Kumärila. But this need not mean that Kumārila lived after Itsing. 
Jt seems that Itsing did not care to notice Kumärila simply because 
the latter became a staunch anti-Buddhist. This being so, the silence 
of Itsing does not militate against the contemporaneity of the two 
scholars. 

Bhavabhiti, who calls himself Kumarila’s pupil, lived in the court 


1 Cf. Vidyabhigana, loc. cit, Dr. Kern holds (Manual of Indian Buddhism, 
p. 130) that Dharmakirti lived between the stay of Hiouen Tsang, who does not 
refer to him, and that of Itsing, who speaks of him as a recent celebrity, i.e. about 
the last quarter of the 7th Century. 

2 Max Müller (India: what can it teach us, pp. 305, 408) was misled by Siva. 
räma's statement in his Commentary on a passage in the Vasavadatta (viz, 
(S fans NaN) to hold that Subandhu referred to Dharmakirti’s 
work. See Kern, Manual of Indian Buddhism, p. 130, note 11; Lévi, La Date 
de Candrogomimꝰ in Bulletin de Ecole d' Extreme Orient, 1903, p. 18; Gray, Intro. 
duction to Vasavadatta (Columbia University Publication), p. 8; Thomas, Intro. 
duction to his edition of Kavirachanasamuccaya, Pp. 47-48. 


Rr aren ee n —— ates 
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of Yaçovarmā of Kanauj who flourished about 730 A.D. Assuming 
that Bhavabhūti was then a man of advanced age, say 50, and that 
he held his studentship under Kumärila in his early years, it stands to 
reason that Kumarila may have lived into the beginning of the Sth 
Century. Probably he survived Dharmakirti, with whom his contro- 
versy may be assigned to the end of the 7th Century. Dharmakirti 
was probably an older contemporary of Kumärila, though he read 
with the latter in disguise, as tradition has it. Kumärila also read 
with a Buddhist teacher later on, but the name of this teacher is not 
known. 

The date of Cankaraicharya is still a question of dispute. But it 
is probable that the tradition regarding the interview of Cankara with 
Kumirila is historically unfounded. The tradition is preserved by 
both Anandagiri and Madhavacharya, the former making Prayaga the 
place of interview and the latter Rudrapur in Southern India. In his 
Vartika on Cankara’s Upadega Cahasri, Suregvara speaks of a verse as 
porrowed by Cankara from Dharmakirti. Kumärila was a contem- 
porary of Dharmakirti and consequently Cankara must have succeded 
Kumarila, MM. H. P. Shastri is of opinion that Kumärila preceded 
Cankara by two generations (Introduction to his edition of Sir 
Buddhist Nyāya Tracts), which is not impossible. But the tradition 
regarding Mandana versus Suregvara, as being once a disciple of 
K umärila ! and then of Cankara, cannot be brushed aside easily. For 
the two names refer to an identical person. i 

It seems that Cankara was living in the middle or third quarter of 
the 8th Century. The acceptance of TER A.D, as the date of Cankara’s 
pirth would make it difficult to explain how Mandana, who must~be 
dated in the early years of the 8th Century, should have been also a 
pu pil of Cankara whose ineelioetual activities on that supposition must 
55 assigned to the beginning of the 9th Century. And the date 
of Vachaspati being 898 Samvat? or 841 A.D., it is likely that 


— — 
—— 


— Both Anandagiri and Madhava say that Mandana was Kumirila’s principal 
il. As to whother he is to be 1 with Bhavabhiiti and Bhatta Umbeka 

pup} $ d to say anything correctly in the present stage of our knowledge. Sev 

it is har tion to Mandana’s Bhavonaviveka, Sarasvati Bhavana Texts, No. 6. 

e from the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares. 

15 must refer to the Satnvat Era, for otherwise the interval between 

Udayana and Vāchas sti becomop practically nil, 


: P 
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Cankara preceded him by two or three generations or say about a 
century. 

Opinion seems to be divided about the chronological relation bet- 
ween Kumarila and Prabhakara. The tradi- 
tional view is what is recorded in the Prabha- 
kara School of Pūrva Mimansa,” which repre- 
sents Prabhäkara as the pupil of Kumarila. This has of course the 
sanction of Sarvasiddantasangraha, attributed to the great Cankar- 
Acharya,! and of Madhava’s Cankaradigvijaya (7. 77). 

But it has been shown in the Prabhakara Mimansa that consi- 
derations of style, ete., would not justify the acceptance of the tradi- 
tional view as historically sound. And the probability is that Prabha- 
kara was older than Kumarila. 

Dr. Keith, who likewise rejects the current view in regard to the 
synchronism of the two authors and their mutual relation. assigns 
Prabhakara to 600-650 A.D. This is of course on the assumption that 
(Alikanatha was the pupil of Prabhakara and that he lived before 
Kumärila. | am afraid both these assumptions are erroneous. That 
Valikinatha is of the same school as Prabhäkara is undoubted. but 
there is no proof to show that he was Prabhakara’s direct pupil. 
The Statement in Nitipatha, Section 2 of the Prakaranapafichika, 


Kumiarila and Prabha- 
kara. 


si nf Ta v TT | 
mag: waaar gat fastaa (Benares Edition. p. 13)— 


need not imply immediate succession.2 On the other hand it is very 
likely. as it has been shown in the Introduction to Varadaraja’s C'om- 


It is difficult to say exactly whether this Cankara is the same as the famous 
author of the Gariraka Bhasya. That the two were believed to be identical as 
early as the time of Madhusũdana Sarasvati (1500-1600 A. D.), whose pupil com- 
niented on the Sarvasiddhantasangraha, is no real proof of their identity. 

* By way of illustration we may point out that Kamandaka, who lived about 

300 A.D., calle Kautilya (400 B.C.) his own guru, though there is an interval of 

no less than 700 years between the dates of the two authors. The second chapter 

of Kämandaka’s Nitisira deals with the classification of vidyas after the manner 
of the Vidyasamuddeca section in Kautilya’s Arthaéastra. The fourth view, therein 
summed up, is that of Kautilya himself as eet forth in the Arthagastra. Kāman- 
daka says: fagrgaa waa vf at ynag (verse 6, p. 27, Trivandrum Edition). 


The commentator Cankararya notes in the Jayamangalā: NN NN fe Te | 
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mentary (Bodhani) on the Nyāyakusumāñjali,! that Calikanatha was 
a native of Bengal and belonged to the 10th Century A.D., and was 
presumably an older contemporary of Udayanacharya. He could not 
therefore have preceded Kumarila. This date of Calika will be quite 
consistent with the fact of his having quoted from Kumärila's Cloke - 
Vartika and referred to Mandana Micra’s Vidhiviveka. But though 
Calika is not prior to Kumärila, Prabhakara’s date, as given by Dr. 
Keith, is by no means affected, for Calika was not the inmediate suc- 
cessor of Prabhakara. 

Pandit S. Kuppuswami Shastri has recently contributed an inter- 
esting paper on this vexed question (appearing in the Proceedings of 
the Second Oriental Conference, held at Calcutta, pp. 407-412), in 
which he has sought to defend the traditional view regarding the rela- 
tion of the two Mim4ansa scholars. But I am afraid his argument is 
‘not convincing. Vachaspati Misra speaks in his Nyayakanika of an 
ancient school of Prabhäkara as distinguished from the modern. 
Vachaspati’s time being the middle of the 9th Century A. D., we must 
allow a sufficiently long interval to have already lapsed before Prabha - 
kara’s immediate followers could have been rightly denominated as 
belonging to the Ancient School.” 

There is evidently no reference to Kumärila in the expression 
arfaarate in the extract quoted from the Brihati. This Vartikakara 
must have been a predecessor of Kumarila. There existed at least 
one Vartika on the Mimansa Sutras before the days of Kumirila, and 
there is an explicit reference to this in the following passage in the 
Tantra-Värtika: Sa fe aq we aq ait ae arfi | 

wa afafcsrulat 8 gà afafeaa i” 


qa A agfa ary squat (Tantra-Vartika, Benares Edition, p. 606). 


On the age of Kamandaku Prof. C. Formici contributed a paper to the 12th 
International Oriental Congress at Rome (=Alcuni Osservazioni Sull’ epoca del 
amandakiya Nitisira, Bologna, 1899), wherein he tried to show that Kaman- 
daka was a contemporary of Varahamihira or even earlier For Jacobi’s views, 
see his Zur Frühgeschichte der indischen Philosophie,” p. 742. Dr. Frederick 
ascribed him to a date earlier than 40) A.D. Cf. Sarkar, The Positive Back- 
ground of Hindu Suciology, p. 8. 

1 Introduction (pp. vii-ix) to the : Kusumaajalibodhani,’ edited by G. N 
Kaviraj (Sarasvati Bhavana Texts Series, No. 4, Renares). a 
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rtbhakara had 


There is no reason to preclude the supposition that P 


in view this particular Vartika work or another of its kind. 
Kumärila makes a distinction between the language of the Aryas 
eae Petia and that of the Mlechchhas in the Tantra- 
Knowledge Vartika. Any language other than that of the l 
Aryans was put under the category of Mlech- 
chha. This was quite in keeping with the oarlier tradition as preserved 
and Patafjali’s Mahi- 


in Manu Samhita, Vatsyayana Bhäsya on Nyāy^ 
bhasya. Kumārila observed that Veda could n 
sence of the Mlechchhas and that the Aryans had no talk with the 


Mlechehhas (T. Vart, p. 156). The habitat of the Mlechehhas was the 
as naturally regarded 


country outside Aryavarta, so that the Deccan w 
ven the South Indian 


as u Mlechchhadega. From this point of view e 

languages, in fact any non-Sanskrit langnage, would be ranked as 

Miechchha, and Kumärila expressly says so. His reference to zifasife- 7 

A is really meant for the Tamil language. Fle mentions the follow- | 

ing Tamil words: | 
(1) A= Tami! coru (boiled rice). 
(2) t= .„ nagai (path). 
(3) wa = ,, pampu (snake). 
(4) A= , ä] (person). 

5 (5) a=, vāyiru (belly). 


not be read in the pre- | 


From this altitude towards the Dravidian language as Mlechchha 


Dr. Burnell inferred that in Kumärila's time Brahmin civilisation had 
not much penetrated Southern India and there were very few Brahmins 
settled in the South. This conclusion gains some support from Hiouen 
Tsang's report that the people of Southern India (about 700 A.D.) were 
mostly Nirgranthas, with a few Buddhists, and there were no Brah- 
Famil loosely as wrsaztfas is a further 
about the South. 


mins. Kumärila's reference to “ 
evidence in favour of general ignorance of the Aryans 
Whatever this might mean, it is difficult to agree with Dr. Burnell in 
his view of the spread of Brahminical civilisation in the South. For 
we know that Agastya was one of earliest Aryas to have gone to the 


such ag end in consonants, and they are converted inty 
10 latter. by addition of a vowel to the ond. 


3) thinks that the words belong to 


1 All these words are 
Sanskrit, according to the genius of tt 
Mr. Kane (J. B. B. R. A. S. 1921-22, p. 96, tont- note 


Malay ali language. 
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South The whole of the Ramayana represents the story of Aryan 
immigration into the South in the pre-Buddhistic ages. 

Kumärila then refers to the Parasi, Barbara, Yavana, Raumaka 
and other languages. The first and third terms are evidently meant 
tor Lranian and Greek. Romaka is usually identified with Roman, i.e., 
Latin. But this is doubtful. Very often in ancient times the word 
cia! meant Constantinople, and not Rome. In that case the language 
referred to would be some early form of Turkish. The Barbara lan- 
guage is according to Dr. Burnell either (1) Bod-pa, i.e. Tibetan, or 
(2) Mramma, i.e. Burmese. The Sanskrit word w4< is generally traced 
io the Greek Badboras (see Fick, Indo-germanisches Wörterbuch). In 
the Brihat Samhit (5.42, 14.18) the Barbara people have been assigned 
to the South-West. 

Kumärilu knew Lätabhäsa. When he affirms that in no other 
language than the Lata can wrt be changed into arc: (arà ACN Bit 
BS wa STA TAT Smd), he must be referring to the provincial 
dialect of the Lata country (Guzerat) in his day, and not to any Prakrit 
language as described in the Grammars.? And on p. 989 of the Vartika 
Kumärila speaks of the Lata people too. 

He was acquainted with grammatical Prakrits also. He says 
that the sacred writings of the Buddhists and Jains abound in Prakrit. 

It is usually believed that the Pali literature went out of general 
use after the Council of Kaniska, and that in the Gupta and post- 
Gupta periods there were very few people in India who knew its con- 
tents at first hund. It may be of some historical interest to note —and 
it was a credit to Kumärila—tliat Kumärila apparently read, as late as 
700 A. D., even rhe original Buddhist works in Pali. The passage in 
the Tantra-Vartika, p. 171,° represents a well-known Buddhist Theory, 


We have such expressions as uf NA N ANN ayy ı But it 
is vague. The word occurs in the Brih. Sam. (16.6). Kern equates it with 
. Roman’. Alberuni says (Vol. I, p. 303) that Roma and Lamakoti are removed 
irom each other by half a circle (according to Hindu Geography). 

2 For it is well-known that in Maharastri and Apabhransa we can have arc 
for gre (see Chanda, 3.7; Hemachandra, 1.79, 2.79. 112; etc.). In the Ardha- 
magadh? too qicaa? is changed into qrcaz (according to Niyadammakaha 
and Niray fivaliyo). 

Sau fafe feat ama cat ee, aa vafan Asfa var afa NN 


2 
et 
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viz. that all Samskrtadharmas, i.e. products, proceed from causes, i 
that their destruction (fae) is without any cause. The authorities 
are cited by Poussin in J. R. A. S., 1902, p. 371. dia 
Kumārila is well known for his famous Commentary = 0 
Mimansa Bhasya of Cabara Svami. This com- 
in Ditori} Wäëks. mentary consists of three parts :— 1 
(1) Cloka-Vartika, in 3099 verses of Anustup metre. It extend: 
to the first pada (ARIZ) of the first Chapter. ana pdi 
(2) Tantra-Vartika (in prose). It extends from the se 
of Chapter I to the end of Chapter III. i ose); extending 
(3) Tup-tika (in the form of brief notes in prose). 
from the 4th Chapter to the end of Chapter XII. Kumärila 
The Tantra-Chũdamani of Krisna Deva observes! that Kumärile 
was the author of tw 
Madhyama-tika, on 
Vartika, otherwise ca 
tika. It is 
Commentary, 


© more commentaries, known as BEDANA and 
the Çabara Bhasya. It remarks that Da 
lled Tantra-Tika, is only a summiary of the Brihat - 
interesting to note that Somesvara refers to this Brihat 


Apart from these, w 
rila also wrote 
of this 
of Indi 


hich are well-known, it is believed 5 saat 
a Commentary on Manava Kalpa Sūtra. A oe 
FS: (NO. 17 in the Library of His Majesty's Home Gover 

a) was printed in 1867 by Th. Goldstiicker. — 
On the Civamahimnastotra there is a Commentary, which re ils 
the tradition attributing the authorship of the Stotra to n 
Ces Descriptive Catalogue of Government Oriental Library, Mysore, 
No. 11120). This, were it correct. would be consistent with the bene- 


dictory Verse in the Cloka-Värtika. But it is likely that the tradition 
is unfounded.? : 


Tet Ute area | SUMS BCT TN SS TNA duaf hese — 
uf HCN This is the reading of the Text as . e een 
Sanskrit Series. For different and in some cases better readings of a 
the above extract, see I. R. A., 1902, p. 371. 
| See Hall, Bibliography. 
2 It is written in Som 
Mala, Part IT, P. 265) that 
July, p. 164. 


59 A.D. (Kavya 
adeva’s Yasastilakachampu, antes 959 1 1117 
Grahila was its author. See Indian Antiq 


— 


COMMENTARIES ON TANTRAVARTIKA. 


The following Commentaries are known to exist on the Tantra- 
vartika :— 
(1) Nyayasudha (or Sarvopaharini or Ränaka). By Bhatta 
Somegvara. son of Bhatta Madhava, called Trikandi- 
mimainsamandana. (Pub. Chaukhambha S.S., Benares.) 


(2) Tautatitamatatilaka, By Bhatta Bhavadeva alias Bala 
Balabhi Bhujanga (Ind. Off. Cat., p. 690). | 


(3) Commentary. By Parthasarathi Misra. This is referred to 
by Krsnadeva in his Tantrachiidamani, but it is not 
known whether it is meant for a distinct commentary or 


only for the author's Nyayaratnamaila, 


— 


Nyayaparayana. By Gangadhara Misra. A manusoript of 
this work. Chapter 3, exists in the Govt. Sanskrit Library. 
Benares. 


(4 


— 


Commentary. By Kamalakara Bhatta, son of Ramakrsna 
Bhatta and grandson of Narayana Bhatta. E 


— 
D 


Subodhini. By Annam Bhatta, son of Tirumatarva of 
Raghava Somayaji family. This commentary is said to 
have been prepared on the model of Nyayasudha. 


(6 


— 


7) Mitaksara, By Gopäla Bhatta. 


(S) Ajitã (or Tantratikanibandhana). By Paritosa Misra. Manu 
_ scripts of this exist in the Govt. Oriental MSS. Library. 
Madras. . 


Besides the above, there was probably another commentary on the 
Tantra värtika by Bhatta Umbeka, as Observed by Krsnadeva. The 
author of the Gastradipika (2.1.1) refers to Mandana as a commentator 
on the Tantravartika. And there is reason to believe, as Mādhav- 
acharye says in the Cankara Digvijaya, that Umbeka was only another 
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name of Mandana Migra. As Umbeka is already known to have written 
a commentary on the Clokavartika, Krsnadeva’s statement about his 


authorship of a commentary on the Tantravartika seems to gain in 
weight. 


—— — — 
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ANALYTICAL LIST OF CONTENTS. 


ADHYAYA I. 
PADA II. 
Adhikarana (1). [Authority of Arthavadas] 
Sitra (1) 
Connection of the preceding Pada z 
The Pūrvapaksha ee g 
Dharma and Adharma cannot be poi d 
. Po inted ont by any words other 

Uselessness of Arthavadas ae 5 5 


Some a 9 untrue statements 

The untrue Artharãdas cannot be taken along with an Iniuncti 

No usefulness of e based it th y june ionic 
Injunetion | A pon the analogy of useful 

Mutual interdependence in the case of Arthavadas b 
alorification or vilifications * e eing taken as 

Explanation of Bhashya passage. This is a a Ae 
of the Veda’ 85 . 5 e, on only a part 

Sūtra (2). . J i 

The declaration of the Mind being a ' thief’ and 8 Ge a 
of no use with regard to Dharma peec a wt liar’ is 

These statements cannot be taken as pointing to any canis of 
conduct . : 

Objection : They may be ‘taken as Prohibitions 

Reply : : 

Such passages most be regarded as n 

The uselessness of Arthavadas, as shown by their 

Meanings of the word“ ‘Non-ascertainment " in 5 5 

The 5 ‘we know not whether we are Brihmanas, etc.’ dealt 
wi 

Some arguments against the Pirvapaksha 

These arguments met. 

It ig not necessary for the cause of percepti dived 
means of the senses .. perception to be per əive by 

a e of the child to the father differently to be ascer- 

ine 255 Ga 

The child of a mixed caste regains its original purity ‘after a few 
generations : 8 

The sentence — we know not whether we are Brahmanes’ —incom- 
patible with such well-known instances of Brahmanahood being 
based upon individual conduct 

Rrahmanehood ie a caste signified by the cognition of the caste of 
the parents 

The declaration of the changes of caste by particular deeds must he 
regarded as mere Arthavada 


oe 


oe os oe ve 
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Sutra (3). (Purvapaksha—contd.) ae 1 os 
Such passages as ‘his face brightens up’ and the like serve no 
useful purpose with regard to Dharma se 99 
These cannot be regarded as Injunctions of results 
Sūtra (4). (Parvapaksha—contd.) 2 oe 5 
Admitting the aforesaid sentences to be Injunctions of results. they 
are open to other objections 8 se gk 
The case of the person going in search of honey applied to the case 
in question is 15 sa — s 
hese Injunctions cannot be taken as laying down new actions 
Sūtra (5). (Pūrva aksha—contd.) +. 1 aid 
The ieee of math Vedic passages as Fire ix not to be laid 
in the sky,’ ete. ya 3 E a se l af 
Such ee cannot be taken as mere descriptions of the state oi 
things 83 n ee . BF EN 
Thə Prohibition contained in these sentences would he weak 
Such a Prohibition would contradict other Injunctions * 
The sentences cannot be taken as serving the purpose of attractins 
people s 
Sūtra (6). (Pūrvapaksha—concid.) 82 DETR ms, 
Objection against such passages as * Babarah prava@hani, ete.. as 
Speaking of transitory objects Se oy ss 5 
Such passages cannot be accepted as authoritative: because they 
are not Injunctions xe E * 2 aa 
These sentences must be accepted as bringing about particular 
results by their mere repetition. . ` sis ` 
ey cannot be used as Mantras ao 
r these may be taken in their mere verbal forms 
Sūtra (7). (Siddhanta) * ao ais 92 
Objection to the Bhashya basing the SiddkGnta upon a passage 
other than those dealt with by the Pürvapaksha 
Reply to this 


he particular motive that led the Bhashya to the choice of » 


Process of perverting the natural form of the 


tudy of the Veda serves many useful 
purposes ; and all tend to the one result in the shape of the com- 


L ng of Vedic sentences + ie 
All portions of the Veda shown to be included in the . bhāvanā 


expressed by the injunction of the “study of Veda’ 
Arthavadas also are included in the same bharana 
Two kinds of bhavana : verbal and actual 
Operation of the verbal bhavana + ä 
The Arthavada comes in asa necessary factor in the operation of 
the verbal bhavana 82 Ra ae * 
The relationship between the Arthavada and the Knowledge 0: 
excellence necessary for the verbal bhavand is based upon their 
mutual need s 22 os 3 85 he 
The knowledge of excellence, necessary for the due operation of 4 ie 
Injunction, cannot be got at from the Injunctive passages only 
and the drthavada Passages cannot serve any other co oe de 
hence the Injunctive and the Arthavada passages must b- 
regarded as serving two distinct purposes i 


p> 
13 
13-14 


3 


eee 
——— 


—— 


CONTENTS. 


The same explanation applies to the f . 

JS a p pp 1 case of oe e 
The Arthavada subserves the purposes of the Injunctive passage . 
Praise and Deprecation not always exclusive—One often appears 

in the 15 15 of soothes 5 oF Fe 
Context helps to decide whether a certain staten i 188 07 

otherwise 55 8 EA a 1 5 5 
In the Itihasas and Puranas we have Injunctions, Ar a it 

tho form of Parakrta and Purākalpa : and these emule in thos 

character the Vedic Injunctions and Arthavidas r 
Besides these they contain such matter as descriptions of events 

and stories and these have their use in the implying of the praise 

or deprecation of certain courses of action .. 

The insertion of such extraneous matter is due to the varying 
degrees of the intelligence of those for whom they were intended 

Injunctions in the Puranis are based upon the Veda and upon 
ordinary considerations of pleasure and pain ss wt 

Those portions that cannot be taken as related to any Injunction 
are to be regarded as giving pleasure in the mere reciting 

‘The Bhashya is made by some interpreters to favour the view that 
the Arthavada serves exactly the same purpose as the Injunction 
and hence it is not necessary for the ArthavGda to be interpreted 
always as a part of some [njunctive passage Sows 

The above interpretation is rejected ares 5 . 

Apart from the Injunctive word there is nothing to show what 
should be done: and in absence of this there is nothing that needs 

praise . 
tt is finally e 

of Arthavidas serving useful purposes on 


oncluded that the Sutra distinctly lays down the fact 
ly as holping Injunctions 


Sutra (8). 
The authority of Arthuvadas also based upon long established 
tradition .. igs da i en ka 
‘The purpose of the rules and regulations laid down in regard to the 


study of the Veda lies in the removal of obstacles to the desirable 
end accomplished by means of that study leis ; a 

As these regulations being observed with 54940 strictness in the 
studying of the Injunctive and the 8 a portions, bears 
testimony to the authoritative character of these latter a 

‘the Bhashya is interproted as pointing out the fact that the use · 
fulness of the Arthavada can be inferred from the fact of all men 
keeping an uninterrupted remembrance of the texts 

Another interpretation of the Sũtru: The injunction of the + study 
of Veda’ applies equally to all parts of it . x 

atra (9). 

ne Pirvapaksha objections ure not tenablo: as the Arthavadas 

do not point out actions oe 

A different reading and interpretati Ion 
explanation of the Praise is 105 open to the objections a 

Another interprotation: the objections do not apply, because the 
Arthavāda sor vos the purpose of helping the Injunctive word. 

throe different readings of the Sitra ne 

sutra (10). 

The Arthavada ix indirect description 72 esa) be a 

"The relationship between tho Arthayada and the Injunctive sentence 
whon they donl with different subjects is indireet : 

‘The applications of the Siitra to three special Arthavada passages 
(1) * He wept, und. from his tears silvor was produced’ + 


on of the Siira: the above 


12) * Prajapati cut out hin fat. ate’ Bes Taieri geet 


40 
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Mere descriptions even when not true convey praise or deprecation 
The real result of the action having been mentioned in the Injune- 
tive sentence, the Arthav@ada in speaking of imaginary results 
serves to make the action more attractive 2 Sz 
Allegorical interpretation of the sentence Prajāpati cut out, ete., 
which clears it of its untruthful character 88 as 
This is not satisfactory; as this interpretation deprives it wholly of 
its eulogistic and useful character 85 a s 
Another interpretation of the sentence 8 
(3) ‘The gods knew not the quarters, ete.’ 
Sūtra (11). 
Meeting the first two objections urged in Sūtra (2) a 
Explanation of the sentence The Mind is a thief, ete.’ 


Sutra (12). f 
Meeting the objection in Sūtra (2) 


Two interpretations of the sentence“ During the day fire goes 


away, ete.’ 5 

Sutra (13). 

Meeting the fourth objection under Sūtra (2) 85 

The explanation of the utility of recounting one’s pravaras 
Sūtra (14). ; 

Meeting the fifth objection under Sūtra (2) .. 828 . 

An explanation of the praise of windows in the Sacrificial House .. 
Sūtra (15). 


Meeting the objections urged under Sūtra (3) 
Explanation of the sentences ‘His face shines,’ 


become wealthy 
Sutra (16). 
Meeting the objections urged under Intra (4) * . 
Explanation of the sentence by pūrņīhuti one obtains ail that he 
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foregoing Adhikarana es ec 2 
„(B) All twice- born men are entitled to the Rājāsūya ” es 
(C) The word ‘7@j@’ means any one who performs the functions 
of a King” ee oe se ae oe 
„There is no justification for restricting the denotation of the term 


oe 


‘raja’ to the Keattriya caste only ae A sa 
„Functions of the King: Protection of the people and removal of 
troubles” . es 


This signification of the term raja’ sanctioned by the usage of 


Aryavarta ” 


*‘ Interdependence between the denotations of the terms raja’ and ; 


‘ rajya’ ze 8 A 22 
si Pape ene of the King are performed by all aastes oo 
The Ciidra becomes precluded from the performance of the 
Räjäsūya by reason of his ignorance of the Veda” .. oe 
4 Birey functions—rajya—are not prescribed for the Ksattriy 
only — oe oe ‘ ee os ee 
The application of the term ‘r37a’ to all Keattriyas,—irrespec- 
tively of thoir performing or not performing the functions of the 
King—discusaed and rejected .. sé 52 <6 
Even admitting the said extended signification of the term raja’, 
the sentence does not lay down the performance of the Avesti 
apart from the Rajasiiya"’ wee 8 ae a 
The term ‘r@j7@’ is never applicable to persons not performing 
Kingly functions” .. vs os oe oe 
Such vse of the term ‘7r&j@' applying to all Keattrtyas is found 
only in tiie Andhra Country” .. és = “ia 
The third sentence (c) only lays down conditions for the inserting 
of certain details in the Avesti performed along with the 
Rajaaitya"” aera, +. ais 8 s 
Siddhānta : The third sentence (c) lays down the performance of 
the Avesti by the Brahmana and other castes, who are not in- 
cluded in the first injunction of the Rajasiiya oe .. 
More performance of kingly functions does not make one a rājā .. 
The term ‘raj@’ denotes the Keattriya Se 85 . 
The etymological signification of words is not a correct guide in 
the determing of their denotation a a oe 
The term rãjã cannot denote the duly anointed king 55 


- 


It cannot denote both conjointly—the Keatiriya and anointment 


The sentence ‘ rajanamabhisinchet’ does not prescribe the title to be 
given to the King after anointment an 3333 

People conversant with the law do not apply the term rājā’ to a 
Now Kaattriya a aoe es 22 kick impe 

Denotation of words is eternal; Kingly functions, which are 
manent, cannot determine the sternal denotation of the term 


18a — a Re — de 
Denotation of the word ‘riija’ cannot be based upon the Pe 
formance of Kingly functions ., * . oe 


Persons of all three castes cannot be raja’ . . er 
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‘ Rajanya,’ derived from ‘ rajan,’ 
the Ksattriya OD 9 .. 

‘ Raja’ is not quite different from rajanya’ 

Relation between Raja and Rajya a0 a a 

Manu and other Smrti writers declare that the functions of pro- 
tecting the people and so forth belong to the Ksattriya 9 

Objections against the view that every performer of Kingly func- 
tions is a ‘ Raja’ dc 9 Aa 32 4 

It is the term ‘raja’ that has a conventional denotation independent 
of everything else; and the term ‘rajya’ has its denotation deter- 
mined by that of the term raid 


never denotes any caste except 


ined raja 50 a 25 

‘Raja’ in the sense of Ksattriya only—though not accepted by all 
men—is yet to be accepted as being in accordance with the usage 
Aryavarta 8 


The Rajasiiya therefore ‘can be performed by the Keattriya only 
The third sentence (c) must be taken as laying down the Avesti as 
to be performed by the Brahmana and others, independently of 


the Rajasiiya 80 ote 255 Fass 22 
Etayã annadyakamam, etc.’ must refer to the Avisti as performed 
apart from the Rajastiya å 


‘ Etayā, ctc.” cannot be the ori 
This Avēsłi is entirely distinc 

the Rājasūya 8 
This other Avésti may b 


ginative injunetion of the Avegti 
t from the Arzeft which forms part of 


® performed by the Keattriya also 


n (3). 43 — 250 557 is an object of Injunction (Sūtra +) 
e “Saying of tne Fire, not being the integral t ifice, 

must be the object of an Injunction (Sutra Ape R ra 2 
Visayavakya : ‘ Vasante brahmano’ agninadadhita’ ba ee 
Question: Does the sentence enjoin the Laying of Fire? Or does 


it only prescribe the spring as tho se i fi he 
Laying of Fire? nk pratt with reference to th 


Other sentences equally circumstanced 
Pūrvapaksha : “The Laying of Fire is already 


tion of sacrifices in general; the sentence in 


implied in the injune- 
a reference to it’ 


question can only be 
ddhanta : So lon as we h i 
justification feck Svoja d 


> irect Injunction 5 8 n be no 
assuming the | j on, there ca 


or inferred a djunction of an act to be implied 
Therefore the sentence i . . 8 or 
Injunction ce in question is to be taken as the required 


Vorbal text of the Bhashya explana. n: 
Pirvapaksha—Bhashya Pisined in detail 
Siddhanta—Bhashya .. 8 5 
Syntactical split avoided ev pa 


Adhikarana (4). (Sūtra 5-11): The Daksayana and the rest are 
accessories leer . TRS SA 

Visayavakya : ‘ Daksyayanayajnena yajéla, ete., te. “+ 
Question: Does this sentence lay down a distinct sacrifice ?—Or 

it contain accessories in connection with the Dargapurnamasa ? 
Pirvapaksha: ‘‘ The sentence mentioning a sacrifice with a definite 
result, this must be a distinct sacrifice” .. — — 
The Injunction of an action can never pertain to the accessory ` 
Sūtra 6) f na — sie tie +. 

1 sentence is quite complete with the mention of the Result 
(Sitra7) 


“The action enjoined therefore must be a distinct one” 
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Siddhanta :—What the sentence lays down is only a modification of 
the Darga-Pürnamasa (Sūtra 8) Ss s3 841 


The sentence contains an injunction, but not of any distinct 


Sacrifice ss a ok ae S41 
lt is not true that there is no accessory of the sacrifice called 
< Dakeayana — si 2 as eo S41 
The sentence next to the one in question describes what the 
Daksayane is oe 22 me 2 5 a 841 
Description of the Context is avoided by taking the Daks&yana as 
an accessory of the Darga-pirnamisa 2 ae aa N41 
There are Vedic texts indicative of the fact that the Dāksĉyaza is 
not different from the Darcapiirramisa (Sūtra 9) si a5 42 
The name Dãbęãyana is due to the peculiarity of the accessory 
(Sūtra 10) as, Se Je aia x A 343 
The mere name Dãkęãyand can not make the action distinct .. 343 
Sūtra 11 answers the Pürvapaksha arguments of Sūtra 7 4 843 
Though mentioning a result. the sentence does not speak of any 
connection between that result and the action oe D 84 
Adhikarana (5). „Actions mentioned along with their own subs- 
12185 and Deities must be regarded as distinct sacrifices (Sūtr 345 
12-1 ds ee * ie ae ste ate 
Vigayavakya : * Vayavyam ¢vttamalabheta bhitikamah’ ip 845 · 
uestton: Does this lay down an independent action or only the 
accessory eta in connection with the Alambhana done at the 
Dargaptrnamisa? .. ae we 2 at R45 
gpecial stress laid by the Bhiishya upon the fact that the sentence in 
question does not occur in the context of any particular sacrifice 845 
There is sufficient ground for doubt arn T ae 845 
The present Adhikarana is not a mere repetition of what has gone 
before * ee oe oe oe os 847-846 
Parvapaksha According to the foregoing Adhikaraga, the action 
mentioned in the sentence in question cannot he a distinct one” 840 
The sentence lays down accessories in connection with actions 
er formed in course of the Darcapiirnamise ” 1 . 847 
Objections against the Pitry apaksha (Sūtra 13): The sentence does 
mention the distinct action of Alambhana, Touching .. . 8447 
This position embodies Pitrvapaksha (B) os KS i 348 
There is syntactical split if the sentence is taken as laving down 
an e meee 855 z a ws sas 
;ddhiinta: The sentence lays down a distinct Sacrifice (not m z 
Sidi ambhana, touching) (Sūtra 74) aa ee (no 5 NOU 
The Alambhana is a mere reference to the same act as occurring in 331 
the Darcapiirjamasa ents me 7 * so 
There are texts supporting the Siddhänta position a „ fer 
Difference between the present and the foregoing Adhikaranas ae 
jkarana (6). (Sūtra 16.) Tho Touching of the calf is purely 43 
Adh! anctificatory fe 5 2 0 if 7 
Nature of ‘Siitra’ 3A a $ ae 852 
Some Sũtras are not intelligible by themselves . —— ' 
it is for the gloss to supply to the Siitra just those words that may 352 
be necessary to bring out its meaning +. TEE 
prohibition of such addition is meant for cases where it is not 852 


absolutely necessary Be 2 Re oe a 
Present Sitra (16) does not mention the subject, etc. that it is 
meant to deal with .. KA 2 a as 95 
This deficiency has been supplied by Upavarga in his Vrtti 2 
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This is the meaning of the Bhashya’s reference to Upavarsa k s 852 
Visayavakya : * Vatsamalabhéta’ (occurring in Agnihotra section) .. 852 
Question (threefold): Does the sentence lay down (1) the calf with 

reference to the Touching mentioned in the context, or (2} the n 

mere Touching, or (3) the Sacrifice ? id 3% 23 852 
Bhashya regards the Adhikarana as setting forth an exception to the a 

foregoing Adhikarana 72 . 23 15 853 
The Siddhanta of the foregoing Adhikarana represents the Pūrva- F: 

paksha of the present one 20 at d, A 853 
Justification of the Bhāshya stating the Pūrvapaksha afresh 22 853 
Two meanings of the verb ‘ Alabhta’ : (1) ‘Should sacrifice’ and i 

‘should touch,’ which implies the sacrificing only indirectly its 853 


Pirvapnksha: (1) The sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice” 
2) “ It lays down the calf in reference to the sacrifice (herein z 
only implied) which has been already enjoined elsewhere ” iy 353 
Siddhanta : The case of the sentence in question is entirely different 
from that of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana 853 
The difference explained in detail. 92 12 2 853 
Close upon the sentence we have the statement that animals love 
their young ones dearly’ ; this Arthavada clearly indicates that 
what is enjoined by ‘ Alabhta’ can never be sacrificing (killing), 
it must be touching (fondling) ., ae axe * 5 
‘Killing’ incompatible with the Arthavada `` * 


Conclusion : The sentence lays down Touching asa subsidiary act, 
for a definite Purpose (e.g. that of 


milk) manne the Sow. yield more — 
Adhikarana (7). Naivara-carw is for the Adhana (Sūtra 18) = 855 
onnection of the Adhikarana 5 sA af ih 855 
itference between this and the foregoing Adhikarana ` 5 $ 855 
Visaya 22 . aivaraccarurbhavati...... Yadenarcarum upadadhati, 
ss ete. “ a se ae 355 
Question: Ts the boiled rice laid down for the ou p 
ur 
Rs Sp, iE for that of being kept ase, Adhang? p ESPs piche 853 
nate d: “All substance like Boiled Rice are r . 
s maate; Subsidiary to Sacrifices ' na ® by their very 855 
Gti only means that the substance is not to 55 
Sidhe ithe sacrifice Bas been mad. ane mere 855 
indicate p here is nothing in the nature of 51 ; 
1 that it must bo used at sacrifices... e Boiled Ries to 856 
rd * Upadadhati’ in fact lays d ee iat 
the Rice spoken of in the Preceding sentono hat is to be dons to 856 
Connection of the Rice with a Deity only Problematica] 7 856 
ice is for the purpose of Adhana, being kept aside ga 2 857 
‘Barhaspatyo bhavati’ also cannot indicate the deity to whois the 
Rice is to be offered in sacrifice : vs y to whom 857 
The sentence does not lay down a sacrifice |, Mp °° 857 
It lays down only the keeping aside of the Rico 25 jet 857 
Adhikarana (8). Tvāstra-pūtnīvata is Subsidiary to the Fan 
rasa * e a 85 858 
Visaya-vakya: ‘ Tvastram patnivatamalabhaie , ,_ Paryagnikrtam 
PGtnivatamuterjati’ .. N oo 22 ie 858 
Question : Does the second sentence lay down an accessory to the 
sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence or does it lay down a 858 
distinct action ? .. se . 2 ote ie 
Bioteh The sentence lays down a distinct action ” 2 858 


“ee 


5 joned by the second sentence cannot be recog- 
2 ene that mentioned in the first one xe 858 


CONTENTS. 


„Ii the sentence is taken as prescribing the giving away (uterjati 
with reference to the Patnivata, there is a syntactical yt ie 
++ Paryagntkrtam cannot indicate time of giving away’ Sta 
„The sentence cannot lay down the particular state of givin 
away os 25 — one 3 i 
„The sentence mentions -nothiag that could be laid in 
reference to the previously mentioned sacrifice” - 7 down in 
Siddhanta: The sentence lays down the procedure ending with 
Paryagnikarana in reference to the sacrifice mentioned in the first 
sentence .- _ os aus ive 23 
The word ‘painivatam” in the first sentence cannot denote a 
sacrifice .. e n 8 ae 
he accessory laid down in the subsidiar rocedur i ith 
? tho Paryagnīkaraņa .. ar 7 i ss ending with 
Mention of Procedure needed by the Injunction of the Trästra 
No need for Draga distinct sacrifice or Apiirva a 9 8 
The term ‘ Paryagnikriam’ does not remove the ‘ giv; „5 
from its natural proeincts ae a Swing away’ 
No significance attaches to the mention of the Patni-vatg 
Conclusion: The sentence lays dow 25 


f ; ; n an accessory in ref 
action already mentioned in the preceding 8 1 8 . 


Adhikarana (9). Adabhya’ and the rest are names of cups . 
. 70 dabhyan grhitva, ete., eto,” 


Siddhānta : The sentence cannot la i ven ; n. 
tions neither the material 7 Deity ritto, ofen it mon- 


« Adābhya’ and Amçu’ are names of i : a 

According. 5 sentence like thoes: fee ne a 
material and a deity, canngt'b 

Conclusion: The sentences e 


191755 i secondary preparatory 


dhikarana (10). Agnicayana is a second 

Visayavakya Agnincinuts. atſiãtognimag 
ate. +s ar 

uestion: Does the sentence la 107 wt? 2 

K lay down mere Cayana, « Sold conn a distinct sacrifice ?—Does it 


ary preparatory rite .. 
nigtomënūnujänāti . etc., 


a distinct sacrifice me 
be performed 


oe 


15 +. —U—Bw 
e het first part of the sentenco Snjoins a 


that 76 88 8 ni aa part laya down the procedure of 
Siddhanta (Sutra 22) ‘ Agni’ cannot be the namo of a sacri 5 
The word ‘ Agni’ does not fulfil the conditions of La 0 8 


„ 


rti e.. oe 


866 

866 

866, 867 
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‘ yajatt’ signifies the Sattras of the J votistoma á ai 
tant in the lattak part of tho sentence means that Fire which has 


been sanctified by the Cayana mentioned in the preceding 
sentence .. 


The entire sentence serves to make the Fire subsidiary to sacrifices 

Precedence and Sequence need not always be of the same class 

Agni is connected with all sacrifices, 
* Agni’ :—such name Serves to in 
(Sūtra 23) bg a F 

Another Bhashya’ referred to, raising the questions of Agni (the 
sacrifice) havi 


ing a fruit or otherwise,—its being a primary or a 
subsidiary sacrifice —its being eternal or transient 


Mention of such common accessories as Fire“ and the like cannot 
serve to distinguish one sacrifice from another as 


Adhikarana (11). The monthly 4 
Introduction : Differentiation of 
Visayavakya : + Ma@samaynihoirg 


—any sacrifice may be called 
dicate details of the sacrifice 


gnihotra is a distinct sacrifice . 

Actions by Context 3 ste 

a m juhoti, ete.’ 8 — 

Question Does this lay down the month as the time for the ordi- 
nary Agnihoira or does it lay down a distinct Agnihotra ? „ 

Piirvapaksha „The word « Agnihotra’ must signify the same thing 
Wherever it may be used 

~ Mention of the mo 
Agnihotra ” 


Or, the sentence may be taken as laying down the ordin 

% Agnihotra as to he pe formed during a month only ” ais 

r, it may lay down the ordinary Agnihotra as to be performed 

along with the Soma-sacrifices” 

“In any case the Agnihot 
one“ 


nth is not ‘incompatible with the ordinary 


ary 


the ordinary 
Niddhanta : It inentions a distinct Agni 
r ; gnihotra . 
5 Monthly Agnihotra is mentioned as to ba performed after the 
5 11 and this is not th 
en the 


open e position of the a: 5 ording 
'S open to objection he Siddhiinta according 
According to this 05 


n exposition, the Adhi 
more ins i at 4 3 
pli e of Di frentiation of a 
The reasonings set forth by 
it could not apply to th 
e fe 
Supplying of words f ide Gach 85 E ing 
ipp oth PR outside Instifiable only when no meaning 
„ ©Ccording to the Vartika . 
S An accom 


Plished, then t 


to the Bhashya 


karana would bo only one 
ctions based on syntactical 
Bhashya may apply to the ‘Agnihotra: 
Ks Darca-Piitnamasa mentioned in the 


plished thing, ana not 
he action to which it 


Factors connected with Actions are (1) Upadeya and (2) Anupadeya 
The Upadeya factors are connectible, even from remote contexts .. 
Anupadeya factors no . 


The slightest discrepancy in two Actions constitutes a difference .. 


5 5 y the Injunctive word 
The ' month’ cannot be conn 


ected with the Agnihotra mentioned 
in a ramote context peed a 
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Because the“ month’ is not something to be accomplished os 876 
The Name has nothing to do with the difference or non-difference 

of actions 877 


The Bhavana of tho ordinary Agnihotra could not be 
to the remote context of the Monthly Agnihotra 
The name denotes an established enti 
signified by the verbal root : 


brought up 
ve ai 877 
ty, it cannot apply to what is 


i i p e. -> —— 877 
The Root-meaninge are different only when the Root used is 
totally dissimilar to the Name .. im cn an 878 
In reality it is only the Bhivanas that are distinct a 35 878 
The Bhashya also has mentioned, as the ground of differentiation, 
Time, which is an Anupideya factor ae x 878 
Adhikarana (12). The Agneya and the like are Kamya Leis 880 
A 4 ya Let 
Introduction: A new way in which context operates towards 
differentiation is af si d el 880 
Visayavakya should be one that does not deal with the Anupadeya 
factors of Place and Time ve . Fa Si 8 880 
The present sentence deals with the Anupadeya factors of Result 
and Object to be sanctified Se oe 735 ax 880 
The real Visayavikya of the Adhikarana : (a) Agnéyamastakapalam 
nirvapel rukkamah, otc., and (b) ; Traidhataviya dikeaniya.” 
These are not amenable to the Indication of Context p 928 881 
Question Do these Sentences lay down distinct sacrifices, or only 
particular results in connection with the Agneya offering ? 85 881 
Pérvapaksha : The sentence lays down a result with reference to 
the sacrifice mentioned before H 3 . 881 
Siddhanta : The result can never be enjoined 28 =. 881 
The Result is always uddécyu, never vidheya as ste 881 
Desire, which is transient, oannot accomplish the Agnéya and 
other actions, which are lasting 2A = ne 881 
Conclusion: The sentences lay down distinct actions. 35 882 
Adhikarana (13). The Avesți resulting in the acquisition of food.. 883 
Adhikarana a counter-instance to Preceding Adhikaranas based 
on . „ 1 a = sea 82 
i akya: Agnego gtakapūlo bhavati 3 2 S 
axes yii y and several others a + etayā annadyakamam a 
: ion : this sentence i 8 — a 
nes ic of the same name eae aa result in reference to a 
sacrifice o 0 previously enjoined 3 
does it iy S distinct action ? elsewhere, . ids 
rid pałsha : The action mentioned i a -o oe 
oe previously enjoined a is none other than what has 5 
„The name of the sacrifice must be a mere 1 J E 
of the same name i re reference to the action , a 
~ggddh@nta: The potency of the Injuneti oi as oe 
originative or applicatory es ion varies according as oe Sed 
The sentence in question contains an Iniun Ss oe 
F originative and applicatory 5 ees which is Bot 884 
Ben ee 19 is Udderya, that iano reason why it must be always 884 
referred to .. 2 os sf 3 
nerally, Place and other Wnupadeya fact os a 884 
18 some cases they may be objects of injuneti be referred to 8 884 
Use of the Adhikarana na i nk * a 885 
The six grounds of Differentiation of Actions having been described, 
the Author introduces the view of an old water, according 
to whom there are only four such grounds oe ve 885 
Criticism of this view .. 5 Edie, = we 885 
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Defect in the orthodox exposition of the Siddhanta pointed out 

and rectified x „ Pidhi és 55 

Distinction between names’ and ‘ words’ as indicating difference 
among actions oe 82 y es 


presentation of the Siddha š se 
Ablyasidhikarana anta is contrary to the law of tho 
ue 22 55 fi s is the same action mentioned in 
glorification con; diy ee mention serving the purpose of 


PADA IV. 
. (1). The life-long Agnihotra ., 
1 185 Y Gvajjivamagnihotram juhoti’ 225 o's 
A 10 55 on tho Sentence lay down the repetition of the 
eat oneting or it only lays down a restriction for the 
The se ara 180 . äs 1 
that eee the Brahmana of the Rgveda and alse in 
Objection to the question 


hing „Wrong in introducing a 

his justification is not sati Adh. IJI a 

aud It really turns i upon Difference : 

or all of them constitute = ot the Agnihotra a distinct action, 
of the performer ? „ one action lasting the whole life-time 

The question turns upon difleren c 
upon several per / 


8 performance 
mg? i 1 $ Š 
(c) the sentence serves to lay down taalification of the Action, and 


Action » the occasion for the 


+ YGvat’ indicates duration of time . r se 
Difference between Time 1 fme only when Shere 18 — Injunction 
In any case, ull actions are not known as Time’ : 
Time marked by certain actions of the Sun 1 : 
í Life’ is not a fixed measure of time as - a 
The Pürvapalraha involves the assumption of repetition to be 
expresed by the verb . juhoti 8 . a 

A single performance cannot be ‘Spread over one’s whole life . 
Exact meaning of ‘ Paurnam@syam paurnamaaya yajeta’ ve 
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t Yāvat’ in Yavajjivam denotes the end of lije as the limic of the 
performance 85 oe See .. oe 
According to Siddhanta, the Injunction would be tutalleg by every 
daily Agnihotra; while according to Pūrvapaksha, if would be : 
fulfilled only at death ai ae oe ae 396 
Conclusion : The sentence lays down a property of the Agent oe 897 
Expiation is laid down for the transgression of the time of per- 
formance ; this would be meaningless if the whole life were the 
prescribed time for the single act sts x 897 


No such anomaly in the Siddhanta ote sis 88 898 
Anomaly cannot be explained, in accordance with the Pürvapaksha 
view ane ae oe as ae ate 898 
There would be no senge in texts speaking of certain acts as to be 
done after the completion of the Action in question {Sūtra 4) ae 899 
The continuity of the life-long single act would be broken by 
anything that the man may do throughout his life et 899 
Tho exact significance of two sentences: (1) ‘ Ahit@gnirva esha yo’ 
Agnihotram Juhoté etc.’ and (2) ‘ Jaramaryam va etal Satram, ete.’ $00 
What is said in the sentence just quoted not possible, according to 
Piirvapaksha os ie 85 oe — 900 
There being no definite mark to indicate the ‘end of life,’ the 
injunction (as interpreted by Pirvapaksha) can not have a bind- 
ing character sie at Se > te 8 oc 900 
Agnihotra is ‘eternally binding’ in the sense that it is to be per- 
formed as long as the man's body continues * és 901 
If ‘ Yavajjivam’ Jaye down the time of performance, the subsi- 
diaries also of the Agnihotra would have to be performed 
throughout one’s life.. ba 58 T 2g 901 
‘ Yavajjtvam,’ denoting a property of the Agent, signifies the 
occasion for the performance... a aia ats 991 
Several interpretations of Sũtra 7 gi cee Si 901 
In regard to the Soma, and the Caturmasya sacrifices also—in 
whose injunctions the term ‘ yGvajjivam’ does not occur,—the 
occasion is expressed by such sentences as vasantè vasanté 
Jyotschã, etc. eto. ss Se Sa Si 902 
Adhikarana (2). The Action mentioned in different Qakhas is the 
same =e oe 225 eu, oe ee 903 
Introduction — = ate sg iS 103 
Question : When the same action is found enjoined in texts of 
various Gakhaa, are they to be regarded as enjoining the same 
action or distinct actions ? os = se 903 
Purpose of the Adhikarana: Difference of Qakha does not differen- 
tiate Actions 225 . i a 8 49; 903 
Why is the question restricted to texts of several Gakhas of the 
same Veda, and does not take in texts of different Vedas? ?: 203 
Reason for this explained chs we os as 903 
Pūrvapakskha: The action mentioned in each Gakh@ text is 
distinct ie = E 8 se 904 
Reasons: (1) Difference in name Sige if on EZ 904 
(2) Difference in form os 5 oe * 0i 
(3) Difference in sacrificial details od : a oe 905 
4) Repetition sa ia i ate a s 905 
“ (5) Deprecation sis BM a 59 -4 905 
“ (6) Incapability ee 2 ‘ie os i 906 
“ (7) Difference in completion ae * * 903 
“ (8) Difference in Expiatory Rites . 7 ign : 
(9) Difference in purposes served 2 285 oe 906 


Siddhanta The action is one only * os sf 907 
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The action is the same, even though mentioned in different Gakha 
texts or in different Brahmana texts of the same Veda one 908 
Reasons: (1) Connection with Result is the same 872 ans 908 
(2) Forms—i.e. Deity and Material—are the same eis m 908 
(3) Injunction—i.e. Root-meaning and Bhāvanā—are the same 908 
4) Name is the same 80 xe 52 va 908 
As a rule one man studies and knows only one Qakha text ste 908 
Various Qakhas are not meant to be studied by any one man jia 908 
There are no injunctions for the study of sevoral Vedas.. = 909 
The names Kathaka’ etc. of the Qakha@s cannot establish difference 
in the actions - 88 aA ae 40 sè 910 
These names (‘Kāthaka’ and the rest) are applied to severa] 
actions, not necessarily connected sid 8 si 910 
So by Pūrvapaksha argument, all these actions should be one and 
the samo .. 205 aoe 92 .. =. 910 
t Kathaka’ and other names are coined; and hence cannot serve to 
differentiate actions . do se A 2 2 911 
N in minor details cannot constitute difference of 
Difference in Inj unction ‘of details is theoretical not practi a i 
. i ract 0 
Objection The mention of the act in Sivaral texte marie: taken on 
as prescribing Repetition of the same act” ` 2 
Answer : No repetition is possible af in il 8 1 
Conditions under which Tepetition is possible a * 912 
one man does not know of the several Injunctions se in 912 
ane several Qakha texts need not be useless F 913 
18 (16 A) omitted in Bhashya .. ae sn ase 913 
i cate of several Qakhas cannot be retained by any single person 913 
<p? Actions were different, the texts would belong: to different 
Apa a2’ not to different « Gakhas’ „ m 914 
Arother auc in Pūrvapaksha theory (Sūtra 18) .. 75 914 
Even ordi omaly „ 3 55 (Sūtra 19) ee ee 915 
a students regard the action to be the same age 915 
vapaksha, aro piep and Completion, urged by the Pūr- 
Another explanation of A E also according to the Siddhanta sa 915 
Tt ia not satisfactory of the Sūtra 0 4 915 
ti xpiatory Rites’ W Wo $ 255 oo 916 
Mandan at urged by Pūvapaksha, not incongruous with : 
ention of ‘Completion’ indicates u >? ne 1 917 
Indicative words 191 Vedio toxta ava i nustiversity, of actions $ 917 
Measuring of the Vedi compatib ith: both views ea 
No contradiction between tex . of action he as 
Shodashi ., ers . ing to the Holding of the 
The instance of the Sarasvata sacrifice support 12 “ak 219 
In the case of Upahavya, the repetition of tue aiere d the a19 
e serve to restrict the number : ii = 
V. i t t 7 . re Ee ee 919 
Ab aah support ihe. view —" Astian in question is one and 
F ‘ i .. ee t 
That the action is one is shown by Syntactical Connection, while mg 
difference would be shown by Order sis 920 


Sūtra 32 is not a repetition of 1.3.7 920 
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ADHYAYA III. 


PADA I. 
Adhikarana (1). (Sūtra 1.) Introduces the subject-matter of the 
Adhyaya — ee cous ve oe j oe 921 
Connection with preceding Adhyayas 6 2 i$ 921 
Subject of foregoing Adhyāyas summed up. ws zi 921 
Meaning of ‘ Géea-lakeana’—‘Remaining Adhyayas’ .. 9 921 
Singular number in ‘lakeanam’ explained .. 921 


This explanation reconciled with the specific definition of « Geza’ 


in next Sūtra — — ae = ža 55 921 
Sūtra (2) begins with one subject from among many that are dealt 
with in all the remaining Adhy&yas, comprised under the term 
‘ G2ealakganam’ . 255 5 F 921 
Two explanations of the compound Qealaksanam’ :—(a) ‘ Remain- 
ing Adhyayas,’—(b) ‘ Definition of q sa, i.e. Auxilliary character ' 922 
Both of these consistent: Subjects dealt with under Adhyayas IV- 
XII are only connected with subject of Auxiliary Character’ 
dealt with under III. 2 ae aa 5 922 
Connection of subject of Adh TV with Oe, 2 a 922 
Connection of subject of Adh, V with S z4 ar 922 
Connection of subject of Adh. VI with ‘ ge 55 922 
Connection of the subject of Adhyayas VII to XII with ‘geea’ .. 923 
The Sütra (1) may be taken as introducing Adhykya III only oe 923 
Janation of the word ‘ atha’ in the Sūtra “m a 923 
Explanation of the word ‘atah’ a3 pointing out the reason why 
the question of ‘Çëşalakşaņa’ is taken 92 —— a 923 
This supplies the connection between Difference of Actions (dealt 
with under II) and auziliary character (going to be dealt with 
`e os on oe oe 2 924 
1 aa in Adhydya II of such connecting Sttra explained .. 924 
Detailed reference in Bhishya on the opening Stra of Adhyaya IT 
to subjects of preceding Adhyéya explained and justified on the 
round that there is close dependence of what is said in Adhyaya 
11 on what has gone in Adhyaya I 225 ia W 924 
(a) Abhyasadhtkarano (II-ii-2) based upon Veda being the means 
of knowing Dharma .. es en z. 1 924 
(ö) Sütras Il-ii-9 et seg dependent upon the nature of * Arthavada’ 925 
What is seid in Adhydya II relating to God ina and Goyajña depends 
upon the nature of Mantra 85 ve a 925 
c) Difference between Homa and Yaga based upon Grammatical 
Smrtis ve as an es zs 925 
d) [I-ii-23 dependent upon the nature of ‘names’... s 925 
(e) The case of the Prajapatyas determined by Vaasa 926 
Similar need of recapitulating, in the beginning of Adhyaya III, th 
conclusions of Adhy&ya II = S vs 22 926 
The close connection between the subjects dealt with under II s 
The 5 88 of such recapitulation in the Bhäshya explained ; me 
Connection between Adh. II and III indicated by the word : Atha’ 925 
The term Atha’ here explained differently from Adh. I, Sūtra T.. 57 
Exact meaning of the Sūtra explained oe ieee ars 
Propriety of the consideration of Auziliary character on the present 577 
occasion w 255 228 92 


Various ways of defining the Auxiliar Xs ao 8 
Inter-dependence between < Auxiliary’ and ‘Principal’ , * as 
The definition of - Auxiliary implies that of the Principal .. 
Sūtra I lays down the subject of Adh, III as the ‘ Definition of the 
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Auxiliary,’ along with the various means of ascertaining the 
Auxiliary character .. ity EE ie 

Questions to be dealt with are enumerated in the Bhāshya 

Detailed enumeration of subjects to be dealt with in Adh. III 


Adhikaraņa (2). (Sūtra 2.) Definition of Auxiliary 
‘That which is done for another ’ is the Auxiliary 3 .. 
This definition of ‘Auxiliary’ implies that of. Principal ’ .- 
Auxiliary, Gésa,’ Synonymous with ‘ añga and guna’ 
Avoidance of syntactical split in Sūtra “Jed 
Five theories regarding tho character of the 
and criticised 80 20 2 Sve * 
(1) Firat theory :—“ The Auxiliary is that which is an invariable 
concomitant of another : aK 
Objections to this first theory 955 ce ze 
(2) * Second theory :-—* Auxiliary is that which is instigated by 
another’ |. 95 * 
Objections to the Second theory 85 ù bs 
(3) Third theory :— The Auxiliary is that which exceeds another ° 
Objections to the third theory . 


\4) Fourth theory :— The Auxiliary is that whichis enjoined at the 


Auxiliary enumerated 


end of the Injunction ’ 
bjection to the fourth theory .. Sra 5 
(5) Fifth theory :— The Auxiliary is that which helps another’ 
Objections to the fifth theory 5 J sof 
The only correct definition is that ‘the Auxiliary is that which is 
for the sake of another,’ as stated in the Sūtra DA 8 
Difference between this and definition No. 5. 82 as 
e fact of one thing being for the sake of another can be as- 
certained only by means of Çruti, Linga, Prakarana, etc „ 
hen the Bhashya speaks of ‘help’ what it actually means is 
being for the sake of .. * s: Be 455 
he opponent takes the Bhashya in its literal sense and urges that 
it favours definition No. 5 


This explanation is rejected and the Bhashya otherwise explained 
Objection 


Adhikarana (3) (Sūtra 3-6.) Enumeration of Auxiliaries is 
Pirvapakeha: ‘The ‘auxiliary’ character belongs to substances, 
Properties and sanctifications according to Badari (Sūtra 3) 
‘t To sacrifices, auxiliary character cannot belong ” ys wa 
Siddhanta—The auxiliary character belongs to the said three and 
also to (4) Actions j 
Also to the (5) Agent (Sūtra 5) 
Reason in support of Sūtra 5 oa a at 
Objections against the Bhashya exposition of the Adhikarana P 
In view of the oper ee exposition of the Bhashya is som 
ifferently explaine is T * * 
ee Gates 3) is the Pürvapaksha which is based upon 
the idea that the auxiliary is that which helps 8 10 re 
Siddhanta set forth in Sūtra 4is based also on the same idea, a 
the Agent also helps the action of wae a8 
Sacrifices cannot help; hence they cat never be auxiliaries oe 
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The case of the Result is somewhat different a a 942 
According to Siddhanta, Sacrifices, Results and Agents can ‘be 

both auxiliary and s Principal ' X E a 942 

This dual character is denied (in the Bhashya) by the Pürvapakshin 942 


According to Pürvapaksha (in Bhashya) Sacrifice and Result are 
always ‘ Principal’ and the Agent always 


; ys Auxiliary: H. 
character is denied in regard to all these .. y: Hence dual 


p 1 .. 28 942 
Siddhinta (Sūtra 4-6) establishes the dual character of all the : 
three, on the basis of the definition of Auxiliary’ as that 
which is for the sake of another . 


ae ni 4 a 2 

The Pūrvapaksha admits the Agent to be ‘ Auxiliary’ on the 94 

ground of his helping the action ni ; a 942 
According to Siddhanta, the Agent is auxiliary because he is for 

the sake oj another,—not because he helps .. aa A 943 
The exposition of the Adhikarana according to the Vrtti aot 943 
All the Stitras 3-6 embody the Siddhanta to the Vrtti sl 943 
Siitra 3 simply means that the three theories mentioned are always 

‘auxiliary,’ never Principal’ R i“ A 943 
Sūtra 4-6 mean that the character of auxiliary’ belo s 3 ; 

fices, Results and Agents also 7 ngs to Sacri 943 


Two kinds of -auxiliary ’™—(1) Absolute, those enumerated in 
Siitra 3, and (2) Relative, those enumerated in Sūtras 4-6 2 943 

Objection :—‘ Auxiliary character is always relative . 943 

Answer :—The distinction between those that can b 


e auxiliaries 
only, and those that can be both auxiliary and Principal cannot 
be denied zi . 


ee 944 


Adhikarana (4). (Sūtra 7-10.) The Nirvapana and such pro- 
cesses apply to definite objects, according to use ae oe 946 
Connection of the Adhikarana š a oes 2 6 946 
Next three Adhikaranas treat of the practical applications of (1) 
Sanctifications, (2) Substances and (3) Properties a is 946 
According to some (I) the application of Sanctifications is indicated 
py the suggestive power of words, (2) that of substances by 
syntactical connection, and (3) that of Properties by direct 
Assertion . .. os Sr 8 946 
‘This is not countenanced by our teachers nds 946 
Subject of Adhtkarana: Such acts as pouring out, 
threshing and so forth mentioned in connection with th 


oe wal ace 


washing, 
e Darga- 


purnamasa . .. “a Ss i 946 
Question - Are all these acts to be done to all kinds of materials— 

Vegetables, Butter and Curd-mixture ? Or is every one of them A 

restricted to thoae materials in which they are useful „ re 
The question is objected to by the Siddhantin or sia 947 
Question justified by the Opponent =. . a a 
The opponent’s justification criticised <4 “ie 725 947 
The opponent offers another explanation 5 A TEE 9 
The question of the Adhikarana as stated by the opponent: Are the 

acts in question to be performed with reference to the single 

final Apürva of the Darcapiirnamiasa, or with reference to 948 

several minor Apũrvas ? ss oe ae coe 
siddhanta view stated: Each of the acts is connected with a 949 

definite purpose ae a 9 iis ane 949 
All the acts cannot be performed with reference to a single oe saree i 
Pūrvapaksha stated in detail (Sūtra 8): The acts must ortain t 

ali materials, because they don’t differ either in their relationship 930 

or in the content * 8 950 


The Pürvapaksha position explained in detail te 950 
Meaning of Apūrva — what did not exist before 5 ‘ 
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„There is only one Apūrva resulting from the Dargapirnamasa, 
and this is brought about by all the materials that are used at 


it; and hence the acts done to those materials must pertain to 
all of them 


Minor Apiirvas, even when present, do not lead to any definite 
results He 985 So De) Yeates 
The Injunction of the acts must have universal application 
“t Two reasons for this given in Sūtra 8 on cee 
Ihe acts must pertain to all materials” ` 8 : oy 
Siddhanta : If we reject the visible purpose served by the acts, they 
lose their usefulness (Sūtra 9) 60 K Ker 
It is only when there is no visible result, that the act can be taken 
à l 15 a transcendental one (Sūtra 10) i 
nalo of the act of Prathana 0 .. oe eta 
One e & visible purpose in regard to one kind of material: 
reshing is useful in the case of the corn only + 
n regard to other materials such an act would be useless 2 
So long as a useful operation is possible, no Vedic Injunction can 


ever urge an agent to the performance of a useless operation 
Similarly with each of the acts in question 


e result of the Threshing is one that is needed 


t is only when there are no Perceptible results that an assumption 
of imperceptible ones can be justified k 


Conditions under which alone the acts could be-connected with all 
materials 8 


For each of the actions th 

Tho 13 55 Apũr vas are of .. 
ot the Darçapūrnamāsa .. sve bi 

An Apürva — 95 as the instigator of an act only wae gne PRE 
formance of that act actually brings about that Apūrv nly if no 

hing could be connected with other materials, S eds 

Apiirva were brought about by the corn that has be AG 

All this ig explained in detail under Chapter IX 7 


ere is a distinct Apfirva . etic 
use in according help to the Final Apūrva 


re their use 
- 5). The Sphya and other Implements have the 53 
restricted by their connections (Siitra 11) 158 or Darga- 
` *Sphyacea Kapalani ca, ete.’ in the sectio 


n co them is mentioned? 81 the 
Objection 10 the quéstion ‘—This falls within the purview. 


i between the two Adhikeranas explained ak .- 
S „The Implements should be used whenever there 5 
use for them, their use is not restricted by any texts, — oes 
are not connected with any distinct Apirvas sive Ine 
Siddhanta : The Implements are mentioned in their or 15 — S 
junotion only in connection with specific functions ;— F 
in question merely describes shem e iaaa : si 
Tt any other tex = 
the sides opie does iot doma under the law of the Saptadaçā 
raini’ (3-1-18) $ disti 125 9s ad 
i istinct Apirvas oe 
Con ate Aa The. ram sob “= to be used in actions in connec- 
tion 10 ikay are mentioned in the Injunctions 
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Adhikarana (6). The Arunyadhikarana (Siitra 12). The properties Page 
ot Redness and the rest are not mixed up .. as os 959 
VisayavaGkya : * Arunaya pingakeya ekahayany& somam Krinaté’ .. 


Question: Does the Redness pertain to that object only which is is 
mentioned in this sentence ?—or to all those objects that are 
nena in the context relating to the price to be paid for the 

oma oe oe ae 82 oe os 5 
rrbjection to the question: As there is no object mentioned in the aid 
sentence, the question does not arise = =e 2 2 958 

Like the word ArunayG@,’ the other words of the sentence also— 

‘ pingakaya’ and t ekahayanya,’—denote qualities ouly ” ar 959 

. In all Bahuvrihi Compounds, the relationship between the two 
members should be expressed beforehand ” T sà 959 

„It has been shown under the Akptyadhikarana (l. 3. 30—35) that 
the qualification is always signified beforehand ” . +. 959 

„ Relationship—in ‘ goman ’—is denoted by the affix” . Lowe mio 

. The same principle applies to Verbal and nominal derivatives, as 
also to compounds 2 2 es se a 960 

Tho Compounds ‘ pingakai’ and ‘ékah@yani’ therefore must 
denote the Relationship only ae 52 si 961 

“fhe Bahuvrīhi compound always denotes something distinct 
from what is signified by its component members” .. 8 901 

. This something different must be the Relationship” .. rs 96i 

„ This something different cannot be the Class to which the in- 
dividual denoted by the component term belongs. .. 962 

. After all the words can denote quality only and no substance eae 962 
There thus being no substance mentioned in the sentence, there is 
no basis for the Adhikarana’’ .. .. Er ics 962 
«Nor ig there any other sentence that could supply the requisite 
basis oa we Fi s% ue x 962 
. Because all Rudhi words denote class and all yaugtka words 
denote only relationship 255 2 as +s 962 
. The Adhikarang should not have been introduced 1103 
Answer to the above preliminary objection _ í oe ses Onz 
Yaugika words denote subetancee, not relationships 1 Se ORY 
Complications in the theory that they denote relationship 963 


in goman’ one member ‘go’ denotes an object,—if the other num- 
ber, the affix. were to denote the relationship, where would be the 
othor object between which and the former object the relation- 
ship would subsist? -. aie a t es 963 
Other anomalies explained 


ee ‘ ee - 8 ik 965 
in · gomũ n, the go, co, is the qualification, required 255 964 
Operation of the speaker is the reverse of that of the Hearer oe 964 
Relationship as recognised hy the speaker and by the Hearer .e 65 


Relationship cannot be donoted by the word Goman’ ia ghd 
Relationship not denoted by tho case-ending (in the word ‘ asyūh ' 
as occurring in the exposition of the compound ‘ pingaksi, pingë 
aksini asyah `} 25 ae we i a 
‘rhe word must be taken as denoting the object related 


ve oo 


All Yaugika words do not denote relationship ae 5 of 
All Yaugika words denote the object related .. i . 968 
Bahuvrihi compound denotes substance, not quality —«- ie 966 
Real bearing of the Bahuvrihi compound si 167 


‘The correct form of expounding a Bahuvrihi compound oat ekahayani 
for instance,—is ‘kasya hayanasya iyam, not the usual form 


‘ kam h@yanam asyah' se ce 8 967 
Diverse character of the third object denoted by the Bahuvribi ·ͥ 965 
The compounds in question must denote the individual object = i 
Objections against the Individualistic theory of denotation are no bes 

applicable to the present case. “s 8 y 
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ingaksi’ ‘ ekahayani’ the substance.. 
s ounds ‘ piùgāksī’ and ekahayani denote 
ae this dariatabion of the substance direct or indirect ? 
The opinion of Grammarians: The denotation is dtrect 
». . z, „ Logicians: The denotation is indirect 
Logicians view not acceptable ., 3 moe 
Bahuvrihi compound denotes the third object 


Present context 


Possibility of both alternatives of the question ne * 
* reapaksha : «The Rednoss appertains to all the substances men- 
tioned in the Context : 


l1 since direct Assertion and Syntactical 
(gumection are both in Operation in the Present instance“ 
ſitra 8 A 


Context can take cognizance of the quality hs +: +: 
“Conclusion : all the implements employed in the action must be 
red” 


m ‘ Vakyabheda’ used by the Bhashya in the 


* Objections against the Pürvapaksha answered we ree 

The word cannot signify the substance by individual indication ” 

“ The co-ordination of the term arunayā’ with substantives can 
not be based upon Indication ” + — — 

Objection against Pirvapaksha» For reasons adduced the word 
“arunaya? must denote a substance : es 

Objection answered by the Pūrvapakshin 

t 


i arunayā’ denotes an individual substance is 
incompatible with the A% 45 
et A tan 


Objections against substance being indicated answered 


There are three kinds of Indication: (1) Well-established by 

usage, (2) created at the time and (3) Impossible a F 

* Various potentialities of meaning ' Ao 955 72 

Between Substance and Quality, which forms tho predominant 

factor, depends upon their nature ” a 5 a 

n Restrictions regarding Abstract Affix and Co-extensiveness or 

iversit: explained .. * e 22 sf 

” resone of Cinder and Number explained, through the substra 

tum of Redness ee * * 5 ss 

In all words expressive of properties, substance is held by 

grammarians to be the predominant element 97 +. 
Conclusion: The word Arimaꝝa must denote a quality 


977 


Page 


~ 


968 
969 
969 
969 
969 
970 
970 


970 


970 


CONTENTS. 


~ ‘Aruna,’ denoting a quality, and * ekahayani’ denoting a sub- 
stance, there can be no relationship between the two, when there 
is no genitive ending ee a are oe 
The relation of the quality of Redness with the substance ekah&yani 
could be based upon Indirect Indication; but that would be 
set aside by that between the said quality and the act of purchase, 


which is expressed directly by the Instrumental ending in 
+ Arunaya’ ? 


The denial of the latter relationship would make the Instrumental 
ending, meaningless” ive a Ss ee 

Relationship of the Bkahayani with the quality of Redness is not 
admissible, as the former is more intimately related to the action 
of Purchase 


Tho several alternatives re. Co-extensiveneas are explained under 
Adhyaya VI ie ss és ar ae 

Even if the relationship of the substance Ekaha@yani with the 
quality of Redness were possible, it would involve the incongruity 
of the rejection of the connection of the said quality with the 
substance employed in the sacrifice (Soma) 

~ The Bkah@yan? cannot be related to both the actio 
and the guality of Redness” 82 


“ Such dual relationship whenever admitted is so only for the sake 
of the argument’ 5 ie sine oe * 
„All that the word ‘ Arunayā’ lays down is the Redness with 
e to the means of Purchase referred to by the Instrumental 
ending è ie Sf és .. 
-It is Kat right to hold that no significance attaches to the 
SE ending, and the word ‘ Arunqyã denotes the quality 
only”? as as ae .. oe oe 
Conclusion: The quality of Redness pertains to all the substances 
mentioned in the context as to be given as price of the Soma 
Siddhinta : The substance and quality must specify each other 
Words of the Sūtra explained oe es ee a 
Neither the substance nor the quality could be enjoined by itself 
The quality of Redness and the substance Ekah@yani both stand in 
need of the action accomplished by their means; this is what is 
signified by the presence of the Instrumental ending in both 
+ drunaya@’ and. Bkahayanya’ .. AG pe T 
Roth of these are related, by Syntactical Connection, with the 
action of Purchase 8 2 5 
When something is directly enjoined 
regarding it paige = i i 
The significance of the word Arunaya as occurring in the sen- 
tence 18 pan the action of purchase is to be accomplished by 
means of the quality of Redness ag characterising the substance 
T employed at the performance of that act ” es +e 
Fhe animal denoted by the term“ ekahãganyã also needs a quality 
for its specification Ea 
There is thus mutual need 
This need establishes a r 
the Genitive ending 82 3A ni +e 
The action of Purchase serves to restrict’ the particular quality to 
the particular substance and vice versa .. ae St a 


All requirements are thus supplied by the sentence itself >: - +- 
The quality is not always subservient.to the Substance 


` of Purchase 


oe 


ee 


Kit sets at rest all doubt 


between the substance and quality 5 2 


By what is that quality of Redness which would be related to all 


the substances mentioned in the Context ? wea ve. 
There is no possibility of the substance and the quality being treated 
as optional alternatives ; or sx 


elationship between them, even without 
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The Substance is the channel through which the Quality helps the 
Action 


The relationship of the Quality to the Ekahāyanī animal is due to 

the natural capacity of things 5 se 

A Fine imposed serves to purify the person fined 2 ane 

The Action of Purchase, as the predominant factor, comes to be 
taken along with both, the Quality and the Substance 


Adhikarana (7). ‘The w 
significance attaches to 
Connection with what has 
The subject introduced : 
Accessories ae a0 .. 
Vieayavakya : « Dagapavitrena Graham Sammarati’ 56 sis 
Question : Is the Sammarjana, washing, as laid down to be done 


to only one vessel (on account of the singular number in- graham’), 
or to all the vessels used in the action ? 


ashing should be done to all vessels: No 
the Number (Singular or Plural) . 
gone before * ste —— 
The Details of the employment oi 


Question stated in general terms: Does significance attach to the 
Number? sD a8 8 * ae 

Objection to the question: “Expressions in the Veda must be 
significant ” 


Objection answered; There is no 


being at is open to question is whether or not it 
implies all vessels 


: tance’ and avivaksā,' Rejection 

Acceptance depends upon Injunction, not upon mere Assertion .. 
Injunctive potency is direct, when based upon the Bhavana, and 
indirect when based upon KaGrakas 42 25 * 
Question regarding the bringing about of singleness’ ig only 
natural, in the case of the sentence Graham Sammarsti’ 


Another explantion of Pirates avivaksa’.. s %# 
Qneation Taised is with reference to Mimamsakas seeking to əx- 
‘ * n Veda with the help of reasonings sie i 
1 or Sacrifice o aing to these, means the wis/ of the Mimiimsaka 
hird explanation f ‘y; Ae? gis ee f * 
115 the Vedic Teak : ‘Intention of the Intelligences 
e ‘body’ of the Vedas— ; 5 ozs - 
Five kinds of Body various kinds 
Veda is Cabda-Brahnia ’ r 
Veda ensouled by a single Intelligence 
‘ Intention’ determined by the potency of words 
‘Vivakea’ and Avivakea’ attribut i a- 
Brahman of the Veda A ed to the soul of the Çabda 
Question as finally put: In the sentence 
the Veda intend to attach Significance 
ber? yt aed i in, k 5 
Prrvapaksha: „Number is meant to be significant; hence the 
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Siddhānta: The subsequent direction indicates the time of the 10 
€ 65 
calling 2185 1 s 55 si, 1066 
f ion does not enjoin the Mantra A +e 
19 0 abe cannot be spoken of as! Haviekri’ 1066 


i i could be regarded as ‘haviskrt, the verb 
n ho injunction would be meaningless, under the 087 
Pirvapaksha * s * * “ 
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Indications of other texts support the Siddhanta view. 


The application of the Mantra to threshing would make the 
Injunction incongruous a on a oe 
Adhikarana (4). _Mantras speaking of Agntrtharana are to be used 
in connection with the latter 6 at 2 
Vieayavakyu (1) ‘Uttishthan anvaha wuiidagnin rthara’ (2) ' Vratam 
krnuta iti vacam visrjati’ os oa Sa 298 
(Juestion: Are the Mantras to be used in connection with (1) * Rising’ 
(uttishihan) and uttering speech’ (vacam visrjatt), or these 
latter arc mentioned only as indicating the time for the reciting 
of the two Mantras ? wi 2 at s 
All that has been said in connection with the preceeding Adhikarana 
is applicable to this caso also ws ia n 
Difference between the two Adhikaranas Sis Sie sa 
Pūrvapaksha In last Adhikarana, the subsequent Injunction 
could not be taken as enjoining the Mantra; but in present case 
it is not so; hence the Mantras aro to be recited in connection with 
the Rising and the uttering of speech” a 3 
„The Rising of the Priost is mentioned in the Stra” .. > .. 
Siddh@nta :—The Rising and uttering of speech do not posse s the 
qualifications mentioned in the Mantras ae +. . 
Piirvapaksha theory incompatible with the Injunction which 
precei po another Mantra in connection with the ‘ uttering of 
speec oe 82 s a E 


Adhikarana (5). Sūktavāka subsidiary to the offering of grass- 
bundle Se a a oe oe 
Vieayavakya : ` Siiktavakena prastaram praharati' +. +e 
Question Does this sentenco lay down the Siktavaka hymn as an 
accessory of the offering of the grass-bundle, prastara.—or it only 
indicates the Time? .. an st s$ oe 

‘ Siktavaka’ is the name given to the Mantra Idam dn vãprihivĩ, 
ste.’ $35 ate as as oe ae 
urban reha: The sentence indicates the time ” Se is 
„The Mantra denotes the deity, and grass-bundle is the place for 
keeping the Sruk :—Thus there being no connection between them, 
one cannot be subsidiary to the other“ 8 i aid 
The grass bundle cannot be subsidiary either to the Mantra or to 
(he Day i F is 8 75 
Siddh@nta : e sentence enjoins the) N i ) 
80 5 the grase- bundle (Sites 2 R in poranenie to te 
The Suktavaka is mentioned as connected with proharati,’ offers 
The name ‘ yüjyā applied to the Süktavāka .. * a 
Subsidiary question: Is the Suktavaka a real Tãjyũ, or is the name 
applied to it only figuratively ? .. Hs se we 
The Parvepaksha view is that the Siiktavaka ia a real yājyā oe 
According to Stddhanta, yajya’ is the name given to that Mantra 
only by which the Priost offers the sacrifice to the Deity ; hence 
the Siiktavake is not a yajya 9 ae os 
Because tho Stiktavika is nowhere prescribed as a Mantra to be used 
in offering the grass-bundle to a Deity .. * ae 
The sentence in question itself cannot be regarded as such an In- 
junction oe ae cory ele oe 2° 
Direct declarations cannot restrict the application of Mantras, 
otherwise than what is indicated by the words of the Mantras 


themselves ae Si SA Sera oe 
The offering of the grass-bundle has never been recognised as a 
sacrifice .. +. 8 an 5 . 
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Name yājyā’' may be applied to the Sūktavāka figuratively ane 1073 
This is what is done by the assertion ‘ Sūktavāka éva yajy@’  .. 1073 
The name Yajy@’ is never directly applicable to the accessories of . 
Homa 0 ste 8 aA ais si 1073 
The Siktavaka is nigada—Prose .. 8 F: a 1073 
No nigada can be called ‘ Yajya’ N ae PA 1073 
Itis by way of eulogisation that the Bhāshya applies the name 
‘ Yājyā’ to tho Sūktavāka 1074 


The indication of the words of the Sūktavāka are not incompatible 2 
with its being used in the offering of the grass-bundle * 1074 

The words indicate certain deities and the offering is made to them 1074, 1075 

A Mantra becomes subsidiary to a sacrifice when it speaks either of 
the sacrifice itself, or of certain accessories thereof .. Si 1074 

The Säktavāka is known as appearing at a definite point of time; it 
may indicate the time also, by the way 


3 Ae 355 1075 
Even without the sentence in question, the Saktavaka is capable of 
connecting itself with the offering in question oe — 1075 
Question: How can the Siiktavaka or the Deities indicated by it, 
be subsidiary to the offering of the grass-bundle, which is a second- 
ary act?” 2 sh 35 a: — 1076 
Sutra 14 broken up into two parts, by the Vartika 7 1076 
Answer : The offering of grass-bundle may be both a sacrifice anda 
disposal-offering 903 Ss Pa 5 a 1076 
Just as the Svishtakrt offering is both 885 Re : 1076 
ne d Stiktavaka and the grase-bundle may be sanctificatory of each 
er ap 8 a6 — = - j 
Three explanations of Sūtra 14 RÅ 30 +. 1970 
Mantra may be subsidiary to a disposal - offering ne „ 1076 
Adhikarana (6). The Siktavaka is to be employed according to 
its signification 0 ee 5 ore Py A 1078 
Question : Is the entire Siiktavaka to be recited at the Darga, and 
again at the Pirnamasa, or are portions of it to be recited in 
55 with the Deities mentioned by it ? 22 as 1078 
urvapaksha ; « The whole of the Siuktavaka is to be recited at each 
The Sūkt i 55 Se 2 4. 
anoo with hat ite 50 0 8 employed in parts in accord- n 
The use of Mantras in parts is i as 8 F 
ādhikaraņa (2. 1. 13-29), e ei 1078 
There is no reason for differenti ‘Ag 


A 8 at ing Agni and Wee 8 10 
tioned in the Mantras from the same as 0964 1 tion 
with the Darga-Pürnamũsa sacrifices š 


Use of the Sūktavāka in parts is justifiable `` i x vee 


Objection on account of the name Stktavaka, there should be no 109 
using by parts 8 * 88 85 sis iors 
Answer : Each part of the Mantra is a complete whole . 1079 
Two performances of the grass bundle offering 855 es 1079 
The above is the exposition of the Adhikarana, in accordance with ` 
Sūtra 42805 SA: 5 Be fe 2 1070 
The Bhashya objects to this exposition by the Sūtra .. 3 1079 
Details of method of two sacrifices cannot be combined T 1079 
The recitation of the whole Siktavaka therefore would be neces- 
sary—once along with the Darga, and again along with the 
Paurnamũsa =e „ TR oe a 1080 
The Result is not brought about by a combination of sacrifices -. 1089 
The Name applies to each constituent sacrifice . ais 1081 
The Adhikarana as expounded by the Bhashya sa — 1082 
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The Sitktavaka cannot be taken either (1) as applying indirectly to 
the offering of grass-bundle. or (2) as leading to an imperceptible 
result, or (3) as indicating new Deities 8 es 5 

Each of the extracts made out of the Stktavaka, according to its 
signification, becomes a Siktavaka’ as ; = 

The Siktavaka thus contains many Sitktarakas 8 ae 

One Siiktavaka begins with the Mantra idam dyãvũprthirĩ and 
ends with agniridam *,—and another begins with · Zdam dyava- 
prthivt' and ends with. Soma idam’ 8 ns ia 

Each of these several Siiktavakas differ with each different Deity . 

Some cf these aro recited as common to several sacrifices 

The Stiktavaka is therefore to be used in parts te ss 

The Vārtika objects to the exposition of the Adhikaranas as pro- 


— 


e taken as a single sentence ee 


Darga as well as at the Paurnamisa ate 8 
The Suktavaka contains words mentioning several Deities 
In reciting, the utterance of 

implies the other deities also als 33 8 
The utterance of words expressive of other deities not connectod 

with the action in hand, would be ill. said (not well-said, Sikta). . 
At tho Darca, or at the Pürnamäsa, only that much of the 

Siiktavika is to be recited as contains words indicative of the 

deities of that sacrifice 2 1 si an 
The Suktavaka has three forms: (I) as it actually occurs in the 

Vedic text, (2) as it is actually recited at the performance of a 

primary sacrifice, and (3) as it is recited in connection with a 

subsidiary sacrifice .. . +. 


This exposition of the Adhikarana is consistent with both the 
Siitra and the Bhishya 


rary 


the word indicating anyone deity, 


we i 
$ es 


Adhikarana (7). Sections deating with the 


a = 3 m a certain order, and (b) there are 
and as ereaining 70 t aoe associated with the 1 ‘Kamya’ 
l e sa iti i 

Question: Are these e me doities (Indra, Agni and so forth) 


Kāmya sacrifices? | . 
as ak aa couplets are to be recited at all the sacrifices 
P RE elties,—such being the indication of the mantras 


Siddhãnta The Indica 
sacrifice, unless it ha 


tive power of a Mantra cannot apply to any 


The name ‘ yajya,’ denoting ‘that whereby a sacrifice is performed, 
connects the Mantra with sacrifice ao a 

Tt also establishes the fact of the Mantra accomplishing the offering 
of a material =a i: 


oe ee 
oe 
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It is only the particular sacrifice with which the Mantra is connected 
that is indicated by tho Indicative Power of the Mantra 858 

The name ‘ Kamyam yajyakandam’ restricts the couplets to the 
Kamya sacrifices ae a 9 5 Je 

The order of sequence also points to the same conciusion - 

The Sūtra mentions both + Indicative Power’ and ‘Order of 
sequence,’ as only one of these would not meet all cases . 

Mere ‘name’ also would not be suffici nt 

The case of the Yajyapuronurdkyh verses 

Agnivaruni sacrifice. 

Samaraudri sacrifice 

Manu verses 

Prthupajavati verses 

Dhayya verses of the Samidhini 90 5 S 

In all those cases, the agency of the - Order of sequence’ is necessary 


Adhikarana (8). ‘The Mantras of the context are applicable to the 
Agnidlire pasthéna g Jo 58 5 ins 
Vieayarakya — Agna Gyahi, ete.” and other similar Mantras as 
making up certain Songs and Hymns: and the Injunction 
‘ Agnēyyū agnidhramupatishthatæ Rt 5 2 
Question: Aro the Agniyi verses mentioned in this Injunction 
different from the said Mantras (‘ agna Gyahi, ote.“) ?—(2) Is the 
Upasthana mentioned in tbo Injunction to bo done with those 
same Mantras and also with others ?—or (3) Is it to be done with 
those Mantras only? 52 A $ 
There is no basis for the (1) of these views iy 3 * 
The Bhüsbya puts forward the (2) on 


Pūrvapeksha (A): “The Upasthūna is to bo done with Mantras 
other than ‘ agna Gyahi, ote.’ men tioned in the Context ” 


Piirvapaksha (B): “The word ‘agnéyy@ stands for all Mantras 
connected with Agni; hence the U'pasthana is to be done with all 
such; Mantras 


3 utras— those mentioned in the Context as weil as others“ 
The Indicative Power of all these Mantras supports this view 
~+ Indicative Power,’ mentioned as more authoritative than 

Context here, stands for * Direct Declaration’ ” 5 


This involves no e 185 ere as 
TON contradictio attr ower and 
Context ” 5 ion between Indicative Po 
Compatibility of Diregi ze te 1 
f claration with S sti 5 tion 
as explained under Tadbhizad ikaraia ‘a e Connec n 
Agneyi verses ” 35 
the Dacatya verses also 
aş an auxiliary to any sacrifice” . 


A generic entity cannot servo 
ndividuals" . E ne 

~ [t denotes the verse as qualified by Agni? pi 
Piirvapaksha (B) criticises Pūrvapaksha (A) a * 
Ihe incongruity in (A) is not found in (B)” . ie 
The word ‘agnéyi’ cannot be taken as pointing only to any 
particular verses connected with agni ” By i 55 


siddhanta: Only those Mantras are to be employed in the 
Upasthana which are mentioned in the Context 3 as 
The enjoined Upasthana is performed for the accomplishment of the 
Apũrva resulting from the Jyotishtoma sacrifice 9 a 
The Injunction establishes the connection of the particular Mantras 
with the Agnidhra, as an integral factor in the Tyotishtoma i 
The authority of ‘ Apparent, Ineensistenev' not applicable in the 
case, as there is no inconsistency ` at all 
Anomaly in Piirvapaksha (A) si 
Anomaly in Pürvapaksha (B 
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All anomalies avoided by the Siddhanta a 
: Syntactical split’ inevitable in all qualified Injunctions i 
The 1 Fo question onono. be taken as laying down the 
connection cf the Mantras with the sai a i 
eee to the e said Upasthana only (without 
As in that case the Injunction, having no connecti i it. 
ful action, would be fruitless Aa s is seas kaii ia 
No general connection with J yotishtoma is possible, unless it is 
distinctly mentioned ak So Yi g 
The particular Agneyi verses mentioned in the Context, even 
though already employed elsewhere, can ba employed in the 
Upasthana.. = ee ee 82 z 
Conclusion: In the Upasthana of the dgnīdhra, only those Agneyi 
verses are to be employed which are found in the Context aa 


Adhikarana (9). Bhakea Mantras are to be employed in the 
Holding, etc. according to their several sign ifications. ne 
Visayavakya : The entire mantra or hymn, beginning with ‘ Bhakea 
hi mū viga’ and ending with: bhakeayame ’ 8 . 
Question : Is the wholo Mantra to be used in the Eating ? or different 
parts of it are to be used, according to their significations, in the 
Holding, the Seeing and the Digesting ? 5 Re es 
Pireapaksha : ** The entire Mantra beginning with the root bhakea, 
the whole of it is to be used in the Eating only 22 
The Holding and other acts are mere concomitants of the act of 
Eating ” T ard ve . Ea 
It may be argued (J) that the words from ‘ vaso’ to ‘ Saghyasam' 
are clearly expressive of Holding ;—and (2) that ‘ nrcakeasan’ ia 
expressive of Seeing,—and (3) that the words hinva më, etc.’ are 
expressive of Digesting 9 0 . oe oe 
„But all these acts are only concomitants of the one act of Eating 
The name Bhake&nuvaka’ also favours the view that the entire 
Mantra is to be used in Eating se 82 8 
The Indications of Names must be accepted, until found to be 
inadmissible =e 5 és se a8 
Siddhanta: The Mantra is to be used in parts, because the several 
actions of Holding and the rest are enjoined by the peculiar words 
of the Mantra itself i 5h Wy . 
The 110 of the Mantra into several parts is as set forth on 
p · ot 5 on D .. 
The syntactical connection of the entire Mantra not admissible 
Eating is connected only with the first part, ending with ‘ahi’... 
The rest of it pertains to other actions, of Holding and the rest 
The indication of these actions,—even though they are implied in 
the Hating—is not futile; such indication of Holding is necessary 


Adhikarana (10). Of the Bhakeinuvaka, the words beginning with 
1 Gbhibhitth’ and ending with bhakeayami’ form a single 
ymn we = oe 55 Ne ee 
Vigayarakya : ‘ Mandrabhibatih....bhakeayami’ (the last portion of 
the Bhaksinuvika) .. 1 agian 5 A 
Question Does the whole of this form a single Mantra? or does Be 
contain two Mantras one ending with trpyatt’ and the o 
from ‘ Vasumat’ down to the end ? Be „ 5 
Piirvapaksha : “ The words, ending with trpyatu signifying 5 e. 8 
act of satisfaction, should be treated as a distinct Mantra; ac- 
cording to the Siddhiinta of the foregoing Adhikarana 


X * 


Page 
1099 


1999 
1100 
1100 
1106 


1101 
1101 


1102 
1102 


1102 
1102 
1102 


1102 
1103 


1103 
1104 


1104 
110⁵ 
1105 
1105 
1105 


lh 


no; 


1177 


llor 


lio? 


xcvi TANTRA-VĀRTIKA. 


Siddhanta : That Action alone can form the object of indication by 
a Mantra which requires a distinct effort for its accomplishment 
For the Satisfying of Hunger there is no distinct effort involved ; 
as there is for the Holding and other acts 


Adhikarana (11). (Hypothetical.) The Mantra beginning with 
‘indrapitasya’ (in the Bhaksa@nuvaka) are applicable to all Zatings, 
with necessary modifications > 0 TA a 

Subject : There are several cups of Soma offered to several deities; 
is the Mantra in question applicable to the Eating of the remnant 
in the cup dedicated to Indra alone,—the Eating of the remnants 
of other cups being done without Mantra ? or is the Mantra to 
be repeated with the Eating of the remnant of every one of the 
cups? 90 oe oe ++ .. . 

Pūrvapaksha : [Which stands as the Hypothetical Siddhānta to be 
set aside by the Siddhanta at the end of the Pada]—** In connec- 
tion with the Eating of the remnant in cups other than that dedi- 
cated to Indra, the Mantra has to be repeated with necessary 
modifications“ ne sie 0 55 sie 

The Eating out of cups of Indra is the archetype ae 22 

The Mantra, primarily apertaining to this Eating, has to be modified 

mate it is used in connection with the Eating out of cups of other 
eities ee oe =e 


Adhikarana (12). Theres 


: The Soma- juice poured into 
flerings, after one offering has been made 


Justification of the Inquiry 


Question: W 


hen out of the same ‘ou Offer. n 3 h 55 á d 
tore than one deity, should all these deities be cao on made 


ous pourin i 1 e 
© advent of another dai and out-pourings o 


ty must set aside all 


Previous deity cannot 
des not take away the 


and hence 


uch of the material in the 
ts own sake 


Adhikarana (13). Indra shall not be mentioned at the Eating of 
the P&tinvata + ts wa ie, oes cee 
This is an exception to the principle arrived at in the preceding 
Adhikarana . e. . zi ae 
Subject. matter: The remnants of the Indra Vayu offering are thrown 
into the Adityasthali, from which they are transferred to the 
Agrayanasthali ; then comes the Injunction · Patnivatamagrayanat 
fh ] .. 
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Question: At the Eating of the remnant of the Patnivata offering, 
should there be mention of deities other than Painivata ? sve 
Pirvapaksha - All the deities should be mentioned, the Mantra 
being recited as Indravayupatnivatpitasya, te. . 
n Difference between the present and the preceding Adhi- 
arapa .. +: se ier. A os 
The connection of the previous deities—Indra and Vayu—is set 
aside when the Remnant is poured from its former receptacle to 
the -igrayanasthGli, out of which latter the Painivata offering is 


made : . oe ae ces 1 
Conclusion : Only one deity, Patinvat, is to be mentioned in this 
case +. 8 nA ee zi 2 


Adhikarana (14). There should be no mention of Tvastr at the 
Eating of the remnant of the Patnivata offering ve) ss 
Vieayavakya: The Mantra occurring in connection with the Patnivata 
offering: ‘ Agnat patnivan sajurdevena tvastra somam pida’ ee 
Question : Should the deity I'vastr be mentioned at the Eating of 
the Patnivata offering? 898 ae a ae 
Pūrvapaksha: ‘‘ Tvastr must be mentioned at tho Eating; as he 
has been spoken of as drinking e Soma in the company of 
Patnivat”’ si ae Ra 828 ae 
Siddhanta: Tvastr should not be iuentioned; (a) as what the 
Mantra denotes is only Tvagtr'a compantonship with Patnivat, 
and not his drinking of Soma ;—and (b) as Direct Injunction is 
more authoritative than Mantric Indication A — 
Direct Injunction mentions the Jeific character of Patnivat, while 
that of Tvagtr can only be indicated by the Mantra ee 
Even if he were ‘drinker of Soma,’ that could not make him the 


deity of the offering a ce 255 85 

Tne Mantra does not indicate that Tuaggr is such a deity w 
Adhikarana (15). At the Eating of the Patnivata remnant, there 
should be no mention of the ‘ Thirty and three’ s% “ela 
Subject-matter: Application of the preceding Adhikarana to an- 
other case a os oe ka Zs 
Vésayavakya : The Mantra ‘Aibhiragnè. · patnivatastrimeatastrimca 


Re ge Inet OG ae K E 
estion : Should the ‘Thirty and Three’ deiti — a. 
th e Eating of the Pa tniva if 1 noos be mentioned at 
Frage te che past ng Pie of the preceding Adhikarana cannot 


to th ; as it differa; i 
apply i É Adhikarana no ; as it differs in several points from the 


The points of difference explained 
The two deities cannot ene > 


oe 


be treated as optional alternatives 


„Both being taken together, both should be mentioned at the time 


of the Eating of the Remnan 
ace ee fe ere should be no mention of the · Thirty and Three 
gods’ at the Eating of the P@inivata remnant 


The Mantra does not indicate the detfic character of the Thirty f 


and Three ’ 


The Mantra cannot be taken as recalling this deific charseter 
Painĩvata is a name for Agni, not for the ‘Thirty and Three 


e (16). Anuragafkära should not be mentioned at the 

ating .. ae sere TASAS ae 
Vesayavekya: ‘ Somasyagré vihitya karoti’ e 
Question: Should this Anuvasatkara be ve tioned at the Eating? 
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i ha: Anuvasatkara, being the deity mentioned in the 
eaten and also indicated by the Mantra, must be mentioned 
at the Eating.“ — — * M sh oe 
Siddhanta : Anuvasatkāra is not mentioned in the Primary Sacrifice. 
Even when it appears, Anuvasatkāra does not do anything for the 
Sacrifice 255 85 — 8 oe 
Therefore it should not be mentioned at the eating 8 


Adhikarana (17). Remnants of offerings other than that made to 
Indra should be eaten without Mantra 80 x 
This embodies the real Siddhanta of Adhikarana (11) sie 
There should be no modifications in Mantras in accordance with 
the Deity the remnant of whose offering is being eaten is 
The remnants, therefore, of offerings to deities other than Indra, 
should be eaten without Mantra a ia 92 
The various repetitions of the Same act that occur in course of any 
sacrifice—the J yotistoma, e.g.—are not go Many distinct acts 
The Mantra Indra pitasya’ cannot connect the Soma exclusively 
with Indra only Š 


All that it indicates in the connection of Soma with Indra sie 

Or it may indicate the connection of Soma with Indra among others 

The Soma is equally connected with all the deities; hence the 
offerings to them are not related to each other by any relation of 
subserviency e. oe Sa ee +. 

conclusion: The Mantra is to be used only at the Eating of tho 
Remnant of the cup dedicated to Indra `, 3 


: e Eating of the Remnant in the cup dedi- 
cated to Indra Agni is to be done without Mantra 
Question : Is the Mantra ‘ In 


drapitasya, etc.’ to be used at the Eating 

of the Remnants of offerings to Indra along with another deity? ? 
Pūrvapaksha „The Mantra is to be used in all such cases 

y The Present case is not analogous to 2, 1. 27” 


® qualification mentioned in the Mantra, Indrapitasya being 


M gs where Indra is joint-deity, the said 
antra should be used at the Eating of the remnants of such 


Indra Aike only, deity uld apply only to those cases where 


Indra’ what has been offered to 
The word therefore cannot apply to what is offered to iad oni. : 
Adhikarana (19). The Mantra ‘@Gyatracchandasah, otc.’ are appli- 

cable to the offerings in connection with which several motres 
are used X E as 
This is an exception to the foregoing Adhikarana 8 N 
Visayavakya: The Mantras beginning with * @ayatracchandasah * 
ocourring in the BhaksGnuvaka Hymn ats pee 22 
Question: Is this Mantra applicable to only that Soma-offering 
wherein the Gayatri is the metre used, or to those also at which 
s are used ? “6 . K i WA 
S According to the conelusion arrived at in the 
3 Adhtkarana, it is applicable to that offering only where 
the Gayatri is the only metre used ieee 
Siddhanta : The Mantra should apply to all offerings 
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The final Siddhānta deduced from the last nine Adhikaranas á 
(Sūtras 27-42)—on the authority of Aitigayana xs 2o 112 
(a) None of the Eatings is to be done without Mantra .. a 1129 
(b) The Mantra to be used at all is Indrapitsya, ete., without any 
modifications .. e. ss . —— 1129 
(e) Indrapita’ stands for that Savana at which Soma is drunk by 
Indra, and as such includes all offerings made during that Savana 1129 
(d) * Indrapitaaya qualifies ‘ prataheavana,’ not * Soma’ i% 1129 
(e) Hence as all Soma-offerings are connected with the Pratah. 
savana, (which is called also Jndrapita-eavana), the eating of the 
remnant of every one of these is to be done with the Mantra 
‘ Indrapitasya, eie. 820 “a f 1130 
PADA IIl. 
Adhikarana (1). Loudness and the rest are properties of the Veda 1131 
Subject-matier and connection with the preceding section : Applicabi- 
lity of Mantras based upon Syntactical Connection (the preceding 
pũda having dealt with their applicability, based upon Indicative 
Power) . 7 cote Sa és oe 1131 
Vieayavakya : * Uccairred kriyate.... Yadi rikta ulvanam knrut@ ete.” 1731 
(Question : Does tho term r here, stand for Ferse (as defined 
under 2. 1.35) or for the Rigveda, with its entire set oi Mantras 
and Brähinanas .. s É os oe 1131 
Question justified 818 1131 


Purvapakea : The qualification refers to the Verse, according to 
the conclusion arrived at under 1.4.2 2 is A 1132 

~ Rk being taken for Verse is not inconsistent with the Veda” |. 1132 

. Ver- es (rk), Songs (Sama) und Prose (Yajus) are duly differentia. 
ble, henco their respective yualifications of Loudness and the rest 
could be easily applied 17 


.. The Veda texts on the other hand are intermingled, hence the se 

qualifications could not be applied properly ” —— 1122 
. Applying of the name to entire Veda texts would lead to over- 

lapping and other anomalies” .. agent a oe 1133 
No such class * vakyatca’ can be assumed... sie se 1134 
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Prũgudurcana explained . os ae 1134 
. prūņe' explained . ; 8 are site ae 1135 
. Pedarpraye’ explained oe + —— * 1135 
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Basing of comparative strength of sentences upon precedence or 

sequence is possible only when the sentences are independent of 

one 8ND? ate ott . i a * 1a 
In case in yuestion, the Injunction and the Arthavāda treating ' 

of the same subſect. the loudness and tho rest ate connected with 

the agit sentence 1137 
It is th 


o Veda mentioned in the Arthavada ‘that is recognised as 


that in reference to which we have the subsequent Injunction of 
loudness and the rest. 5 s 


‘The Veda need not be taken as standing for a part only — 1157 
The meaning thus is— Inasmuch as the Veda has come out of Agni 


(Arthaviida) it should be recited loudly (Injunction)’ 1137 
Conclusion | he properties pertain to the Vedas — ae 1127 
The word ri, often found to indicate the whole Veda pis 


Peda usod in the sense of Mantra. only figuratively we we 
sūtra (4) transposed by the Virtika to and of Adhikaraua (after 
stra s) ce 8 0 oe ai i 
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In ordinary parlance also the name ‘rk’ is applied to the entire 
Veda 


e T os ele 

Similarly with the names rk,’ « Sama’ and + Yajus’ 
‘ Trayi’ the name for the three Vedas 5 
‘ Travidyi’ is one who knows the three Vedas’ 26 828 
‘ Trayi’ is never used in the sense of verse, songs’ and prose 
The mere fact of a text being found in a certain Veda does not 

entitle it to be named after that Veda “i E 
A verse occurring in the Yajurveda is not called « yajiis’ 


The property of ‘loudnoss’ therefore will not be preciuded from 
that verse 


Connection with Veda, being indicated by syntacti 
cannot be set aside by any indication by Context 
Sana is never found Separate from Rk: Re 
Hence if ‘rk’ stood for verse, the prope 


cal connection, 


yadhyiidham 8ama’ 


rty of Rk. would impose 
itself upon the Sama also 


In that case the Separate Injunction regarding the « loudness’ of 
Sama would be redundant 

„This anomaly is avoided if « rk’ 

There are very few Sāmas that a 

Conclusions : The Properties of 
the Vedas * 


stands for the Veda 
re not based upon Rk.. + 
Loudness and the rest pertain to 
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Subject-matter : & case where the Pri 
in one Veda (e 


(og. the Singing of Varavantiya Sama, is prescribed in the Saima- 
veda) 


Question : Is the singing to be done quietly (in accordance with the 
slowness laid down for the Yajurveda), or loudly (in accordance 
with the loudness laid down for the Samaveda) ? 8 +e 
Pirvapaksha : "Inasmuch as the properties in question pertain 
to each unit by itself, the act is to be done in accordance with 
the Ia Pertaining to that Veda to which that unit belongs” 


naie Pronerty belonging to the Primary will set aside 
85 8 belonging to the Accessory 2 * Be . 

WO properties bei i i A s 
to be rejeched ng incompatible with each other, one ha 


Rejection of the 
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1 5 Property of the Primary would involve its disrup- 


Inasmuch as Fire- laying belongs to the Yajurveda, the ‘Sima sung 
in connection therewith is to be sung quietly 
No justification for the view that only that much 0 
is done quietly as is Prescribed in the Yajurveda „ 
Because according to 11.2.7 the Accessories are enjoined as along 
with the Primary + — ac a 
Though Loudness is the inherent property of Sama-singing, yet its 
connection with a Primary enjoined in the Yajurveda; imposes 
upon it the property of this latter Veda + 
The Accessory is not the principal factor . Sail 
The property of the Accessory is never imposed upon the Primary 
Hence loudness cannot be imposed upon Fire-laying f = 
In connection with Darcapiirnamasa, Accessories are laid down in 
two Vedas 229 ee .. 


£ the Fire-laying 


— . 
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Question of Adhikarana : Is the application of Mantras determined 
by Context? 98 85 5 

Pirvapaksha : Context cannot be an indicati 1 ication 
of accessories an indication of the application 
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Example of conflict between Sthana and Samakhya : The Manera 
- çundhadhvam, ete.’ in connection with the * Paurodāçika Barga 
latter being å name applied to the whole section of the a 
Purnamasa oe aA ae bas. r 

The question to be determined: Is the Mantra ‘ 5 
to be applied in the sanctification of the Puroda¢e : 


evil 
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7 712nta: The Jyotishtoma, not being an Aina sacrifice. meus! 
Site ae from the twelve upasads - 
Jyotishtoma is 8 «mukhya, * princi 

rforme ++ 8 . 

We with Ahina .. | ny: sd» + 
Hence the twelve upasads ` mentioned in connection with the 
Ahina can have no connection with Jyotishtoma z 
The namo ‘ Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma, in any Manner 
The name ‘ Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma. figuratirely .. 
„5 5 7 in its literal sense 

name of sacrifices extending over a number o’ 


pal,’ because it is the tirsi 


. .. .. 


, a? e 
Alina must be the 
dave A Ta .. or. JA T 
The very fact of 4 hina being mentioned separately shows that it i~ 
meant to be something distinct from the Jyotishtoma 125 
The twelve upasads should be taken apart from the Jyotishtoma 
‘The above exposition of the Adhikarana criticised 9 oh 
It is not right for the details of one sacrifice (the Arina) to be laid 
down in the context of another sacrifice (the J yotishtoma) “+ 
The twelve upasads have already heen enjoined in the context 
of the twelve sacrifices elsewhere . ; 
‘The sentence in question therefore can be the lujunction of the 
three upasads only .. Ar. nie w. $ 
‘The mention of ‘twelve upasads ` in the passage, is only an %- 
vāda, in praise of the Jyotishtoma 25 T 
Right exposition of the Adhikarana—according to the d“ 
Question of the Adhikarana : Is the name * AA4ina’ applicable to 
the Jyotishtoma, for which the sentence presents an accessory 
in the shape of the ‘twelve upasads’:—or is the mention of the 
& twelve upasads | meant to serve some other purpose? 
ISven so, the question turns upon the Confi 
Gruti nr .. os = ts 
Pūrvapaksha : *‘ The twelve upasads must belong to the Jyotish- 
„toma, as they are mentioned in the Contert of this saerifice 
e The ‘twelve upasāds belong, not to the Jyotishtome, 
rut to the sacrifices extending over several clays. in connection 
with. which they are directly prescribed by Gruti ad 
Some justification for the Bhashya’s Exposition of the Adhikarana 


Adhikarana (9). 
the Kuläya, etc. 54 25 
Visayavakya: ` Yuram hi sthah xvalpati. .. „ 
bahubhyo yajaninebhyah ` 5 G OUI intial lillie cal aas 
Question : Do the two Pratipats herein menti ‘ Me ; k 
j ioned tind place in the 
Jyotishtoma,—or are they taken along wi 75 3 
. ith t 10 
B E sy g he Kilūua and thie 
Difference between this and the foregoin 11. i 
ALE ; b going Adhikarana .. r 
Siddhanta 48 agorpena with the foregoing Sahikaranay? The 
sentence does not lay down the duality or ey ‘ gh at 
mané ne, 2 hy y or plurality ot. the Ņaja- 
Duality or Plurality of Yajamana is put forward only aa the vondi. 
tion for the use of the one or the other Pratipat ` 
The Duality and Plurality of Yajamana cannot pertain to the 
Jyotishtoma +: at i 
The Duality and Plurality of Yajamana are present in the Kulaya 
and other sacrifices , ; 
Conclusion ‘The Pratip 
the Jyotishtoma 
Objection f inst t 


ict between (onte! and 


The Pratipats are to be taken apart, along with 


als should be disjoined from the Context of 
he Seddhantes The Duality and Plurality o: 
i D in the Jyotishtoma as optional alter- 


y Anni 


Yajami 
natives 


ua 


— — 
tole 
15 1 


-e = e 
lotwisty 


CONTENTS. 


“Even if they are not distinctly laid down, they may be taken as 
implied © .. ae ae ae * 2 2 
' The Injunction of the Pratipats itself justifies the assumption of 


Cruti texts presenting the performance of the Jyotishtoma by two 
or more Yajamanas l 


Ohiection answered The Jyotishtoma, in its 
ed with only one Yajamana a $ ca $ 
:frakrti in the sense of the ‘subject of the Prakarana or Con- 


very origin, is connect- 


text oe a a * oe os 
The sentence in question cannot imply the presence of several Yaja- 
innnas at the Jyotishtoma Si 


‘The + duality ` of the Yajamana cannot refer to the sacrificer's wife 
Such duality would apply to all sacrifices .. ne 8 
* Keaum? casanau, at the Adhũna is taken to refer to the sacrificer 
and his wife wee = ie 
The Pratipats should be separated from J yotishtoma ... 
Thus this is a case of context being superseded by Çruti 


Adhikarana (10). The Jaghani is not disjoined from the Context 

Subject-matter : Exception to the general rulo regarding the factors 

being disjoined from their context a is AA 

Visayacakya : ‘ Jaghanya hat nik samyājayanti’ -- ss * 

question : Does the sentence lay down the Patnisamyaja as sanc- 

tifying the Jayhani (Animal's Tail),—or does it lay down the 

Jaghani with reference to the Patnisamyajas ? 

« Jaghani is the tuil of the Agnisomiye animal 52 a 

In the former case the Jaghani would be disjoined from its context, 
and not so, in the latter case. 


pirvapaksha : + The sentence lays down the sanctification of the 


Jaghani by the Patnisamyajas ” oe .. .. 
The Patnisamyūjas of the Darga-Piirnamaea do not lose anything 


ny being disjoined from the Jaghani”’ 255 ws 
The connection of the Patnisamyajas with the Pacu—sacrifice is 
implied” .. KA a x 9 a 
siddhanta The Injunction is of the Jäghanī ss Ae 


The Injunction is not to be disjoined from the context os 

‘The sentence cannot refer to the Patnisamyajae of the Pacu—sacri- 
tice —— oe ae oe 

The Patnisamyajas cannot be torn from the context .. ee 

Th» sentence in question does not contain the injunction of anv 
new sacrifice — a AA : 

Ihe Jaghani 1 ree 5 be dis; oined from the context 
2 Fag = ee bon ae 

cihjectton ° g ne Yughani being the Part of an animal, could not 
Le used poaa out on p. 1235) re 

nawr: The word . Jéghani’ denotes a li imal, which 
man be easily obtained 3a limb of the animal, wh 

i tanelusion The Jãgliun? is un a 
‘med along with Darca- Purn 


ecessory in the Painisamyaja por- 
Aman ais 9 18 ie 


place among the Samsthas es 3% . 
Subject-matter : Conflict and non-conflict between syntactical con- 
nection and context ., on Se pi Ds 
EC], Dirghasome santridyad dhrtyai,’ which lays down 
‘he separation and the joining together of two stone slabs—for 
-ne pounding of Soma 5 4 ae 2 2 or 
eien Does Dirgiasoma here stand for the Jyotishtome 2—or 
Ir the Jvotishtoma as performed by a‘ dirgha,’ tall, pereon the 
„the Uktha and other Samsthas of the Tyotishtoma bor 


Adhikaraua (11). Tue Joining together of the slabs should find a 
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indicated by the name ‘ Paurodacika’ or in that of the Sannayya- 
vessel, as indicated by sthana? .. ces See +s 
Purvapaksha : The indication of sthana is set aside by that of 
Name, Samākhyā; as the former expresses no relationship + 
Siddhanta : It is the indication of Name that is set aside by that of 
Sthana, because the former is further removed from its objective 
What is meant by ‘ remoteness from the objective ’ 
The example involves no violation of Prakarana + ER 
“Name is a word of ordinary parlance,’ —this is meant to imply 
that it is so much the more removed from the Veda 2 
Name or Samakhya however is not entirely devoid of authority 
The name Pauradacika’ does not occur in the Veda us 
Hence the indication of the name Paurodagika’ is not so authorita- 
tive as that of the factors directly connected with the Veda 
Due authority does attach to Samakhya .. 


But it is always set aside by the other Indicatives, Çruti and the 
rest * To oe 


The exact meaning of being ‘ set aside’ oe 
Explanation provided by the Bhasya criticised * ++ 
Indicatives other than Qrutt do not possess the capacity of directly 
indicating anything .. 
Being ‘rejected’ or ‘set aside’ 
effective? 90 a 55 .. 
The concluding passages of the Bhāshya somewhat irrelevant 
xamples of other kinds of rejection“? 
(1) Of Inference by Perception 98 tee . 
(2) Of cognitions Produced by wrong means of knowledge by 
those produced by the right ones 
(3) Of Smrti by rut: oni 5 85 $ 
(4) Of untrustworthy Smrti by trustworthy Smrti 8 
(t) Of Smrti serving a vissible purpose by another serving a 
trancendental purpose ae oe on +: 
(6) Of ron based upon Linga and Arthavada by another based 
upon Qruti Se h as „ * 
(7) Of usage by Smrti 
(8) Of yege by usage 3 sa: 
(9) Of doubtful cognition by certain cognition 
(11) Of the poster by the stronger” og x E ws 
: nian the Banning ` 
mare 1 8 781555 y trancendental purpose by what does 


2 by the closer auxiliar 25 s * 
(14) Of the Injunction of several things By that of a single thing. 
ds, by what is expressed 


means being not operative or 


by a single word . 5 
(16) Of what involves the rejection of 17 3 ta 
wie election of fewer things things by what involves 

(17) what is laid down in a diff t Ved, 
in the same Veda A es vaga by i 
(18) Of what is said in diverse Çākhā texts, by what is said in the 
same text a A 5 K 3 = 
(19) Of the obligatory by the Occasional ., of ` 
(20) Of what serves a sacrificial purpose by what serves the man’s 
wishes .. 5 ne 22 7 A 
(21) Of what is mentioned apart, by what is mentioned in tho 
same context so 25 “id „ 
(22) Of the preceding by the following a ie ce 
(23) Of what pertains to the original sacrifice, by what pertains to 

the modification * 95 22 


what is enjoined 


oe 


Page 


24) Of what is based upon an assumed sentence, by what is based 
upon the Injunctive sentence.. ae i 
{25) Of the useless by the useful w 
(26) Of the vera pon) order, by the Mantra order ite 
27) Of what is based upon the Deity, by what i He 
Substance he OF b) 5 at is based upon che 
(28) Of what is subsequently Mentioned, b me wre 
tioned before Re ed, by what has been men- 
(29) Of the small by the grent Z ö 
(30) Of Mie apr Dp the Primary 8 : , 
(31) Of what is state generally, by what js specifi aie L. * 
(32) Of what has other uses, by what would 555 e e 
(33) Of 1155 Subsidiary by the Principal 555 i 
(34) Of the properties of the Subsidiary, by tho. 15 gece 
uve moaning of ' rejection’ in all these cases . Principal 
all these rejections cannot be of t! ci Sag? 
by Cruti and so forth” 19 same kind as that of Linga 
It is not necessary that all rejections should b : ie ; 
in the case of Çruti and the rest, the + e Te ane Bing A 
been accomplished Te : "Rat hax not 
The ‘rejection’ of Smrti and the 8. oe $ 
from the objective’ .. 8 ei also is due to 
In the case of rejection of the obligatory ù. 8881 2 
so forth, what is rejected is what had deen accom a arloa ad 
The case of Prayajas, Mathara Brihmana, K ¿ 
The form of ‘true knowledge 


ee 9 85 


ee 8 
i viis oe 


remoteness 


uça, Kaundinya 


RF — 


ee 


Adhikarana (8). The twelve Upasads pertain to the Ahina 
Reasons 175 Po ei eding diradHy to Adhyäya 1V 
Subject dealt with now: Specific cases in i he . 
conflict among Crufi and the rest in practics when there is 
Subject-matter of the Adhikarana: Ty ae ena p 
. Janna and ‘ Ahina’ =e ne S Danida in relation to 
Question Three upasads belonging to the Sai . 
Q the twelve upasads belong to the Ahina ea (Fyotisht 
Jyotishtoma also? = 
‘ Sahna’ is Jyotishtoma sá 


2 oma), do 
rifices only, or to the 


Ahĩna are the Dvādaçūha and oth iB, .. Js 

than 12 days 25 er sacrifices that last for more 

Preliminary question: Can the name Ahina’ apply to tł J h. 
j * de Jyotish- ` 


toma 3 2 oe 
The connection of the Twelve upas tet are 8 2 
rest upon Context, while that with 9 the Jyotishtoma would 
upon aa Gruti ® Ahina Only would rest 
The present question tur 41 
Purvapakena: It is clear fror +e A s 
upasads belong to the Jyotishtom S Context that the Twelve 


t between Context and 


This does not involve a 8 a 
„The name 4hina is applic 
of being ana, not N to the 
The name ‘china’ real] aie 
over several daye,—the a bord . 
ported by the Context 


to a group o/ sacrifices extending 
PPlication to Jyotishtome is sup- 


' Ahina,’ as applied to the Jvotishtoma means what i not liable f 


to retrenchment as regarda gift 7 5 
The Bhashya moed its, ete.—according to pine ya . 
„ < Ahina,’ as applied to Jyotishton * 

any sacrifice ” Si toma, means wha 1 f 


— * 
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° 
“A 


Siddhanta: The Jyotishtoma, not being an Ahina sacrifice. tu 
be disjoined from the twelve upasads _ 

Jyotishtoma is called mukhya,’ * princi 
to be performed 25 ate 

It has no connection with Ahina .. b 75 


Hence the twelve upasads mentioned in connection with the 


Ahina can have no connection with Jyotishtoma . é 
The namo ‘ Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma, in any manne 


pal,’ because it is the tirs: 


r 


The name Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma. figuratively .. 

7} 3 2 „7 8 yi in its literal sense 

Ana must be the name of sacrifices extending „er a number 0: 
days 


The very fact of Ahina being mentioned separately shows that it i~ 
meant to be something distinct from the Jyotishtoma 85 

The twelve upasads should be taken apart from the J yotishtoma 

‘The above exposition of the Adhikarana criticised st. 9 

It is not right for the details of one sacrifice (the Abina) to he laid 
down in the context of another sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma) aa 

The ‘twelve upasads’ have already heen enjoined in the context 
of the twelve sacrifices elsewhere k5 ie 

The sentence in question therefore can be the Injunction of the 
three upasads only .. R 

The mention of ‘twelve upasads ` 
_vada, in praise of the Jy p im 

Right exposition of the Adhikarana—according to the Vārtika 

Question of the Adhikarana: Is the name Ahina’ applicable to 
the Jyotishtoma, for which the sentence presents an accessory 


in the shape of the ‘twelve u > i i i 
A asads >:— 8 y 
` twelve upasads ` meant to s r 5 FFF 


N A $ erve some other purpose ? : 
e the N se upon the Conflict 0 Conte and 
Pūrvapaksha : * The twelve upasads ` must be 
toma, as they are mentioned in the G. 
Siddhanta : The twelve upasads ` belong, not to the Svotishroma, 
but to the sacrifices extending over several days. in connection, 
with which they are directly prescribed by Cruti 15 
Some justification for the Bh t 


Ashya’s Exposition of the Adhikarana 


in the passage, is only an istha- 
otishtoma 


long to the Jyotish- 
mntlert of this sacrifice ' 


Adhikarana (9). The Prati i 

Bee 3 atipats ar > 2 ` ong w. 
die ul e gte $ pats are to be taken apart, along with 
Visayavākya : ` Yuram hi sthah 12 „ 8 33 wy n 

$ ‘ R seal %. 

bahubhyo yajamūnebhyah i 4 a I aad ieee 
(Question : Do the two Prati 
J yotishtoma,—or are the 
Dveiratra?.. ve 4 
Difference between this and the ioter S ae 
Siddhanta (in accordance with os tee 


the foregoing Adhikarana)? ‘The 
sentence does not lay down the duality or Faker of. the \aja- 


mana ka ee i 
Duality or Plurality of Yajamana is put forward only as the condi- 


tion for the une! he one or the other Pratipat 2 as 
The Duality and Plurality ot Yajamana cannot pertain to the 
Jyotishtoma cpr cast ee i} t . 
The Duality and Plurality of Yajamuna are present in the Kulaya 
d other sacrifices _ eg ae . r 
Conclusion he Pratipats should be disjoined from the Context of 
the Jyotishtoma 


pals herein mentioned find place in the 
y taken along with the Kulaya and the 


Ubjertion o a inst the Siddhinta: “The Duality and Plurality on 
. aaa i) ; n the Jyotishtoma as optional alter- 
ajami * 5 9 
natives : 


i nige 


CONTENTS. 


Even if they are not disti 3 
im lie : =e stinctly laid down, they may be taken as 
The Injunction of the Prati ats i 8 258 * 
2 . tse : 
eruti texts presenting the . ie s fhe seep Hon of 
or more Yajamanas ~ . yotishtoma by two 
“objection answered : The Jyotishtoma, in ite ya watt ae 
ed with only one Yaj ac Sad t ne, in its very origin, is connuct- 
- Prakrti in the sense of the ‘subj 5 oe Mea 
text ix a nent of the Prakarana or Con- 
‘The sentence in question cannot imply the pres = iS 
miinas at the J yotishtoma j y presence of several Yaja- 
‘lhe + duality ` of the Yajamana cannot refer to th Seo tee 
Such duality would apply to all sacrifices .. e sacrificer's wife 
* Keaum? vcasinau, at the Adana is taken to r th igen 
and his wife 18 A 8 efer to the sacrificer 
‘The Pratipats should be separated from Jyotishtoma a 
Thus this is a case of context being superseded by Cruti 4 


Adhikaraņa (10). The Jaghani is not disjoined from the Cont 
Subject-matier : Exception to the general rule regarding th Ta 758 
being disjoined fron their context g the factors 
Visayavakya : VJãghanꝝgũ patnih samy&jayants’ 7 . ae 
(uestion Does the sentence lay down the Patni. oe ca 
tiiying the Jdyhani (Animal's Tail),—or docs i ley do athe 
Jaghani with referonce to the Patnis amyäjas ? y wn the 
+ Jaghani is the tail ol the Agnizomiya animal — a 
In the former case the Jaghani would be disjoi oe 355 
and not so, in the latter case 1 from its context, 
Parva pa S, < The sentence lays down the 8 os 
Jaghani by the Patnisamyajas ” = sanctification of the 
. The Putnisamyajaz of the Darça-Pūrnamāsa do not los . — 
by being disjoined from the Jãghani ae 8 anything 
The 5 of the Patnisamyajaa with the Pacu—sacrifice ae 
implied 2 as 7 J 
widdhanta The Injunction is of the Jaghani i 
ion is not to be disjoined from the context . . 


The Injuncti ot ta ie disiotn 
T co cannot refer to the Patnisamyāj — 
Phe senten ‘ myājaa of the Pacu—sacri- 


sice 3 Sa . 
The Patnisamyajas cann 0 e torn from the context 
715 = i estion does not i 772 28 * 
hs sentence in d contain t : 
} new sacrifice cet, Se ; he Injunction of any 
‘the Jaghani is not 475 be disjoined from the context 
ubjection : ** The Jaghani being the part of an ani ot 
4% used (as pointed out on p. 1235) nimal, could not 
dnewer: The word a Faqhani denotes 8 limb i — E 
can be easily obtained of the animal, which 
g 8 . * = -: FA ee 
coutusion : The Jāghani is an accessory i; ii 
1 Sorry 2 7 2. 
rmed along with Darga- Purnama ` in the Patnisamyaja per 


i a6 a 


Adhikaraga (11). The Joining together of the. 

place among the Samsthũds er of the slabs should find a 

Subject-matter: Conflict and non eonfliet heb tacti aie 
nection and content . pi elween syntactical con 

visayarūkya 2 Dirghasome santridyad dhrtyai,’ which Jaye dairi 
-he separation and the joining together „ ae 
-ne pounding of Soma 15 : gether of two stones slabs for 

‘sation Does ‘ Dirghasoma’ here stand for the Jyotishtoma ?— or 
Ir the Jyotishtoma as perjormed by a‘ dirgha.’ tall, person 9—or 
„ the Uktha and other Samsthūs of the Jvotishtoma ?—or to the 


exi 
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Sattra and Abina sacrifices that extend over several days ?—or 
to all sacrifices except the Agnishtoma ? e;< 225 
Pirvapaksha (Preliminary): The Joining together of slabs men- 
tioned in the sentence should not be disjoined from the Jyotish- 
- toma, which is what is called Dirghasoma . 858 
The Joining together therefore is not taken apart from its context 
Siddhanta (preliminary): The Joining together must be separated 
from its context, because of the mention of the Dirghasoma 858 
The name Dirghasoma’ can apply only to that sacrifice which is 
the longest among Soma-sacrifices — 92 N 
The name therefore excludes all short Soma-sacrifices .. 
The Jyotishtoma is not ‘longer’ than any Soma-sacrifice 810 
‘ Dirghasoma” therefore must stand for Somarsacrifices other than 
the Jyotishtoma 


Objection : So long as Dirghasoma’ can be explained ina manner 
consistent with the indications of the Context, it is not right to 
take it otherwise : 


mean ‘ the Jyotishtoma performed by a dirgha, 


Answer: The epithet ‘ dirgha, $ long DR must apply to the sacrifice, 
not to the sacrificer .. 
The Joini 


3 5 entirel Bana 1. 
the Jyotishtoma, in all its Samathas ” fo ¥ Separated from 


together should pertain to the Uki),,,, 

and other Samsthas of the Jyoustteme 8 it Ukthya 
Tho Arthavaida ‘ dhrtyci’ would not bo meaningless in this ease 
Thess aning together should be restricted to the later Samsthas only 
The 55 o no distinct Context relating to the Samsthas : 
with e therefore must appertain to all Soma-sacri ices 
Samstha bo Feeption of the 4 gnishtoma, which is the first 
tū of the Jyotishtoma * : 


Adhikarana (12), ‘7 Ae 
* . e proh 
first performance M ohibition of the P 
Fat pravargyam pravrijati’ ment; on ats 222 
} saM > H t 
e i Wan Jyotishtoma on the Pravargya, which is 
ravaryya is mentioned in t Benes tt 2 
of the pati enn 5 he Kaushitaki Brūùmaņa in the context 
Visayavakya: ‘Na prathamé Vai pranrRj⁰L i 
Question : Doss the first sacrifice’ here mentioned refer to the 
Jyotiahjoma and all its Samsthas ?—or only to the first performance 
of the Jyotishtoma?  .. E ni z F 
Pūrvapaksha : First sacrifice must stand for the entire Jyotishtoma, 
this being in keeping with the Context“ Nt REIT; 
The fact of the Prohibition applying to the entire Jyotishtoma is 
indicated also by syntactical connection“ ae 88. 
Siddhanta: The term first refers to the performance, —a3 it stands 
for that operation of the performance which precedes all his othe: 
operations ae ii 


ravargya refers to the 


CONTENTS. 


Pravangya or its prohibition appli i 

a á i pplicable only to Soma sacrifi 

The term first must be in reference to the second and aubes uent 
performances of the J yotishtoma sa ste 1 

Context must, thus, be superseded by syntactical connection ya 


A further Injunction of the Pr, 1 2 J 2 
ahtomé praurnakt :. avargya in the Taittiriya text: Agni- 


Diveraity a opinion regarding this Injunction bes a 
(a) applies to the First Performance d set: ide — 
mentioned Prohibition 3 RoE 8 s Sado the above. 
This view is not right .. ea : .. 


(b) The Prohibition applies to the Atirātra section of th ish. 
toma and the Injunction to the Agnishtoma section reese 
This view is not acceptable a a e 3 
(a) In regard to the first performance of the Attraira we have the 
Prohibition only, while in regard to the Agnishtome we have the 
Prohibition as well as the Injunction, and hence in this latter the 


we 


Pravargya is optional ee 3 . 
Objections against this view nS 2 

72 answered ae ae as oe Sa 
Prohibition and Paryudāsa as i ss a 
The Prohibition pertains to the original sacrifico—the Jyotishtoma 
Fa pravargyam, etc.’ refers to the original sacrifice .. ` .. 
It applies to a sacrifice where we have the Upasads se 5 
We Pive the Upasads in the Jyotishtoma .. 7 


Ono sentence is an originative Injunction, and the other an appli- 
catory Injunction  .. ee Se i 
Agnishtomꝭ praurnakti serves to point out the occasional permissi- 
bility (at the Agnishtoma section) of what has been prohibited in 
regard to the First Performance of the entire Jyotishtoma E 
Performance and non-performance of the Pravargya are optional 
alternatives, even when the sentence is a Paryudāsa .. oe 
‘The two optional alternatives we have in regard to the Firat Per- 
formance of the Agnishtoma .. SE ee 2 5 
The permiasibility of the Pravargya may pertain to these cases only 
when the performer is a superior Crotriya Teacher of Vedas a 
No non-Qrotriya entitled to perform sacrifices bua 3 
The modifications of the Jyotishtoma could not be ‘ first perfor- 
mance’, -- os ee oe sis 
rohibition of the Pravargya therefor to 
T'modiĝoations hibit p Pas sone net Lare to 
Conclusion: The prohibition of the Pra to irst 
Performance of the simple Jyotishtoma hiii refers to the First 


Adhikarana (13). [Introductory to next Adhik The grindi 
of Pushan 8 share is to be donk at the — Ba 8 me 
Visayavakya : * Tasmat push prapishtabhagah adatko hi sah’ 5 


Ouestion Is this grinding to b nae ; 

? 0 l wiedilications T — e done at the original e oF 
This involves a conflict between Syntaotical connection and Context 
siddhanta : The grinding is to be done at the modifications 
‘This is in accordance with the Law of the Joining together (3-3-24) .. 


This Adhikarana appears here only as introducing the next 


Adhikarane ate aa Ste 2 8 ws 


Adhikarana (14). The grinding of Pushan’s share applies to the 


Rice only. as os as ee s 
[Question : Is the said grinding to be done in the case of all subs- 
tances, or only in that of Rice ?) ate ss es 


15 
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Pūrvapaksha : ‘* The grinding is to be done to all substances offered 

to Pushan—Rice, Cake or Animal Body” “). 2 ne 
SiddhGnta : The grinding is to be done only to grains +. 
In the case of Cake, it is already implied in all cases and needs no 


reiteration of a particular offering as „ lags — 
In the case of the Animal Body, the grinding would make impossi- 
; ble the enjoined offering of the ‘ Heart’ and other limbs .- 
t 


is only in the case of geain-offerings that the injunction of 
grinding could serve a useful purpose . ee 8 
The grinding can apply to that only which is in due order for it 
The grinding applies to grains only sit 2° 9 
he anomalies noticed in the case of the Cake and the Animal Body, 
are not found in the case of grains ote 9 8 * 
‘ Caru’ is the name given to a preparation of grains cooked in a 
particular manner. 58 .. c'e 
Use of the Adhikarana .. 


\dhikarana (15). ‘Tho grinding of Pushan’s share is to be done 
only in that case in which the Caru is to be offered to Pushan 
alone 


Question: Is the grinding to be done only in the case of Caru 
meant for Pushen alone or also when it is meant for two deities ?.. 


P e only condition prescribed for grinding is the Presence of 


is conditi 


another Deity is fulfilled also when Pushan is coupled with 


grinding’ of the injunction could not limit the scope of tho 


© Te 222 
this Fearon for grindi 


The sentenco 5 resent also when he is coupled with another Deity ` 


o ‘portion’ of the Deity W of which Pūshan is the Deity. . 


* Bhāga ’ signifies sacrifice si 8 e r 
' Bhaga’ does not mean acceptance of something offered by another 
` Bhaga of Piishan’—this name cannot apply to a sacrifice that ha 
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sacrifice to Indra and Piishan cannot bo called · Piisha-bhiga’ a 


The absence of teeth’ is only a secondary reason, not the main 
round for grinding 


The sentence t Soma@paushnan, . -nemapishtam’ 


rinding is injunction of Hati- 
7 f oe bx 


PADA IV. 


Adhikarana (1). The mention of the Nivita is an Arthavāda 
subject-matter of Pada: Conflict between Prakarana and ritt. and 
between Prakarana and Linga oe ` i 
Vivayavakya : > Nivitam manusyaudim ' is 
Five possible ways of taking this sentence 82 sh 
uestion of Adhikarana: fs this sentence an Injunction or mere 
Arthaivada ? ore 2 2 zæ 
Propriety of this question in the present connection disenssed 
This question belongs to Adh. | 92 
It ia brought up here as introducing a discussion 8 
Purpose of the Bhashya in bringing up this question explained 
Pūrvapaksha (A): The sentence is an Tnjunetion—in accordans. 
with 1.2.19 es BN 4 
It cannot be taken as merely descriptive“ . SEE 
++ Because it mentions something new: it must be an Injuneriou 
Pūrvapaksha (B): The Nivita mentioned in the sentence is a 
proporty cf the Action” Er aa Ay Sa 
. This alone cannot be compatible with the name Adhvaryava.’ 
which belongs to the Yajurveda, where the sentence occurs, . 
parvapaksha (C) and (D): The Nivita is a property of Man:—(D) 
and of those Actions mentioned in the context that pertain to men 
pūrvapaksha (E): © The Nivita is a property of all those actions iu 
which man is the predominant factor.—not only those mentioned 
in the context s sx — 7 e 
. jf Névita were taken as belonging to Man, it would involve the 
assumption ofa distinct result ” 2 
Ēxiddhkānta ; The sentence is a mere Arthavida : ae 8 
Objeetions to the view that Virita pertains to the Actions men- 
tioned in the ‘ context’ (Pdrvapaksha D): Tt contradicts tho 
indications of Syntactical connection oe ial . 
The connection of Ntrita with the Action of Anvahiryupacana 
(mentioned in the context) would involve a syntactical eplit 
‘Tie 3 an pees poe pula e Actions in which Man is the 
omi y ürvapaksha involve : 
presoting Context and Name 1 5 E) 8 the anomaly of 
And also that of having to assume a distinct result ix 55 
if the sentence is takon as an Arthavada, it is in accordance with 
the AudunbarGdhikarana (1.2.19) 8 ii ia 
Tho sentence can be connected with the subsequent declaration 
+ Ciparyayak, ete. only if it is takon as a descriptive Arthavidn 
‘The sentence contains no injunctive word 


Assumption of the Injunctive word involves anomalies and com- 
lications and objoctionable interdepondence 725 “i 
Meaning of the sentence Nivita is good for men,’—or * The Nevira 
ia for such inferior beings as men, it is the Upavita that is for tho 
gods + ae 8 4 ave +: . 
Omission of six Sütras by Bhüshya, explained variously 3 
These six Sütras omitted by the Bhashya, explained by the Vartika 
ag embodying the following 5 Adhikeranas * es 


oe 


— — 
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Adhikarana (1A). The Upavita pertains to the Wande, 
Question: Does the Upavite, enjoined in connection w ag 18 a 
Dargapürnamüsa, appertain to those sacrifices alone.-—ot 4 

rifices 2. ` sis We aie ; 
Be aaiciher interpretation, the six Sütras embody only three Adhi 
karanas, and under this interpretation, the question wouid be. ; 
Does the Upavita appertain to the Darcapirnamisa alone anes 
the sentence is an injunction, or it pertains to all sacritiees. ane 
the sentence is an Arthuvada? ,. ; 

Purvapaksha. The Upavita pertains to all 

“The Upavita is referred to in 

which implies that it Pertuins 

Siddhanta : The Upavita canno 

context points to its cor 

The sentence hearing upon 

conclusion, . Sig 


sacrifices’ “ 
connection with the Mrtayithotre. 
to all sacrifices” at r 
t pertain to all saeriti -es. —iù ie 

ü yasa only 
nection with the Darça-Pūrnaini-a ’ 


Adhikarana (1B). The sentence“ Upavyayat’. ete. is an injnie 
tion of Unavita 80 ++ 5 . 
Visayavakya : * Uparyayate. deralaksmamevatat kurn 
Connection between this and the last Adhikarana 
Question : Is the sentence injunctive or descriptive + 
Pirvapaksha : The sentence is purely descriptive 
“The Upavita is already enjoine 


din the Smrtis ” T . 
“The Present Tense in + upavyayat? ` is incompatible with injine 
tion x 
Siddhanta : 


It lays dow y not enjoined elsowhere |. 
a escriptive declarat ʻi would he useless 
The resent Tense affix has he Injunctive, , 


5 ita asa proper:y of Mar. 
le entence in question enjoins it in Connection with the 
Sacrifice T Ng is . 

he use of the Adhikarana is explained under 222 nyia j 
Second interpretation of the Nitra (9 C), as embodying the Parva 
Paksha of another Adhikarana (Ic) „ 

Adhikar 77 iri <2 
vada na (10). » io paritihi devebhyo dohayati’ is he AA 
Parnamisa ME to the ( parita as connected with the i 

Visayarakya : 


6rd rea, , vebhuo doha- 
yati occurring in connection eee E 

Question - Is the latter sentence merely culogistie of the [parita 
as pertaining to the Darca—Prrnamiasa 2—or is it injunctive œ 
it as pertaining to the ordinary Agnihotra 2 

Piirvapaksha: lie sentence 


l is an Injunction hecause it lays down 
something new see ie A 22 e 

[The Siddhanta of this Adhikarana is stated on p. 1282. 
Adhikarana (1D). 


The mention of *northwardliness’ is tnerels 
descriptive 


Visayavakya fy) eye purodanco darbhastan darin e // 
occurring in connection with the Mrtagnihotra et et: 

Question Is the clause yè purodāñcah` injunctive or descriptive? 

Pirvapaksha: ‘The clause is injunctive, as it lays down -ome- 
thing new 


The mention of northwardliness in the clause must be an injunc- 
tion “a 4 


justifies the sate 
the Mrtaqnihotra also justifies the ‘ 


7 tage 
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Siddhãnta The clause cannot be in junctive aa R 
It is only indicative of the fact of the grass pointing towards the 
nor ae oe oe . oe ee 
The Northwardliness in question ig already enjoined by the Smrti—— 
i Agrocants pragagrani udagagrans, et. 2 5 
The clause in question is only a reference to this Smrti injunction _ 
Siddhānta (of Adhikarana 1C): The sentence in question. is not an 
Injunction.. a we eis 
The sentence must he taken as purely descriptive 


Adhikarana (1E). The sentence Upari hi dévabhyo dharayati’ jx 
an Injunction . Bs 8258 ex dus ae 
This is an exception to the foregoing Adhtkaranas 8 vE 
Visayavikya : E Adhastāt samidhandh@rayannanudravét, n pari 
hi dēvēbhyo dhārayati occurring in connection with the 1 1tã q. 
nihotra wis 4 a = f 
Question : Ts the latter clause injunctive or descriptive ? aig 
Piirvapaksha: ' The sentence is descriptive; what is here men- 
tioned being already got at by usage Se zo ei 
Siddhānta : Tho sentence must be taken as an injunction of Holding 
All that usage indicates is the necessity of giving a protective cover- 
ing to the valuable material,—not the Holding of the Fuel ` 
The Holding of the fuel-stick over the Sruk is not indicated by anv 
other means of knowledge 5 2 — : ‘ 
The sentence must be regarded as an tnjunction of the Holding 
Adhikarana (2). The specification of the Directions is an Artha- 
vada (descriptive . a 9 


ee 


Adhikarana (3). _ The mention of * parushi dita, etc.’ is au Artha- 
vada (descriptive) .. 955 es 828 Z, 
Visayavakya (of Adhi. 2): · Pracindera abhajanta daksinam pitarah, 
ete. ae ee oe .. omy ee 
Vivayavakya-(of Adhi. 3): (a) * Fat parushi ditan tad devanam, ete.’ : 
(b) Vo vidagdhah sa nairritah....tasmadavidahata crapaytt- 
avyam, ete.’; (c) ‘Yat pitrnantanmanusyiniim upari, etz.: 
d) ‘ Ghytan devãnãm mastu pitrnām, ete.’ .: 33% a 
uestion (Adhi. 2): (a) Is the sentence injunctive or descriptive: 
(b) If injunctive, is what is enjoined a property of the Man or of 
the h Ia re s yi s 
uestion ( L 3): (a re the sentences injunctive of the proper- 
£ ties of the performer, — or merely descriptive of the properties ct 
actions ? (b) Should the properties find place in the Action 
mentioned in the context, ete., ete, ? 5 bi sa 
„Justification of these Adhikaranas,—when the subjects fall within 
the purview of the Nivitadhikarana (above) * 
Meaning of the sentences under consideration — 8 
Purvapaksha (common to Adhi. 2 and 3): All the sentences are 
restrictive Injunctions” a L 1 8 ae 
+ All that is enjoined appertains to those actions,—of attending on 
uests and the like,—in which Man forms the principal factor 
Siddhanta (common to Adhi. 2 and 3): The sentences are Arthavada. 
mere glorification of such actions aa‘ proper cooking’ andso forth 


Adhikarana (4). The prohibition of Lying pertains to the Sacrifice 
Visayavakya: ‘ Nanrtam vadet,’ occurring in the section on Darga 
Pirnamisa ae sa g 
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‘juestion : Does the prohibition of Lying pertain to the Surrifice or 
tothe Nacrificer? ., ue e “s a 
Preliminary question (1): For whose sake is the action that i> 
prohibited? S aa 225 By) ans s3 
Preliminary question (2): For whose sake are the Bhāvanās that 
are enjoined hy Injunctions found in a context not connected 
with any-words expressing connection with a human agent: ‘ 
The sentences ‘samidho yajati.’* taniinapatam yajati, ete also fall 
under the scope of this enquiry .. SÈ xt sý 
Preliminary question (3)—Root question: Does the Verbal Affix 
denote the Nominative Agent or not ? sis 422 
Relevancy of this last question (3) discussed AS : 8 
Objection: (a) ** The Verb does not denote either the predominance 
of the Agent or the subserviency of the sacrifico— n: 
~ (b) Direct Declaration indicates the predominance of the Agent. 
and Context indicates the predominance of the sacrifice 2 
Thus there being no conflict between them. one need not reject 
the other .. 15 * M es e 
The question of the Verb denoting the Agent or not can have no 
hearing on the main question; as in aither caso the avoiding of 
lies’ would pertain to the sacrifice ` N ne . 
would be more nearly re 


mutual need fs T 
e denoted as the predominant 
What is by the Verb-root being subordinated to it 
The Aber DY tho root cannot be the predominant factor 

e Verb denoting the Agent has a distinct bearing 


Abjection e ; + oe of 8 
that of e en helueen the denotation of the Root and 
Even if the A 615 te one of qualification and qualified `` a 
clearly gien it 1 a denoted by the Verb, the Import would 
“the character of the pap ordinate factor 
ae 51 of tho Possessor 
~ the characte: 4 
factor” plitke A 
Desire for res 


5 


ults Can, an ae 8 , a: 
Agent anno be the differentiation of the Nominative 


i y AM ct p . E f oe 
S the only correct differentiation of the 


avoiding Lies) cannot Belong te eee the Verb, the Action (of 
tation of the Agent is wholly i 2h 
t 3 y irrelevant 

dinate to the Agent, because it is his 


Meaning of Upasarjana’ * ‘ts 2 ne 

Singleness and ot 27 5 aye 770 
w ps of the Pe ise factors included in the KGraka, are for 
The character of the Agent generally consists in 5188 A n 


but all intelligent performers are pos ; 
aceruing from the act undertake ssessed of the desire for results 


he predominance ee . 1 
Even though t i ie of the Agent may not be directly 
denoted hy the Verb, it is certainly implied by it i 


i20) 


tou 
roan 
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The Nominative Agent, even / 
not to what is denoted by the ec 0 as subordinate, is so, 
The Vaiyakarana holds that the ‘cont is but to Gis Bhavana os 
affix * sa Sa noted by the Verbal 
Even he vannot deny the Bhavana 
No incongruity in the Agent being subordinate ss isn he 
vet predominant in relation to what is . Fr lag cour and 
There is difference between the subservient character based 9 
Verbal denotation and that based upon the nature of ripe | upon 
If then the Agent is denoted by the Verbal affix: the eaten 0 anc : 
ted by the ton iene subservient to him .. eno- 
The Verbal affix really denotes the Bhārvanā, but i ‘he 25 
as correlative to that Bhavana .. 2 mplies the Agent 
Conclusion: The question regarding the Agent bei 8 hd 
7 : ag denoted by 

the Verbal affix has an important bearing : en 
of the Adhikurana.. P . g on the main question 
Parvapakeha (on the main question) :—** The prae 25 
: 4 2 1 8 : prohibition of telling 
lies, nānrtam vadčt` refers to the telling of lies that the man 


oe ee. 


does for his own sake 


Because ‘ vadët ` denotes the man 3 
“ e N thus alone that the Injunction can serve a useful 
+» Because, if the prohibition ertain d S i Kikw 58 
ie e p ai ed to the sacrifice, it would be 
. Ill Injunctions being for the sake of Man, all prohibitions should 
be the same 8 +: + : ‘ 
sūtra explained by the Purvapaksha : Since the sentence only 
exprosses only what has been enjoined by Smrti in connection 
with Upanayane, long before the man became entitled to any 


sacrificial performance.—it should be taken as referring only to 


the Man himself nee a 8 
. The sentence 1s descriptive of what already exists 


“The sentence cannot be the basis of tho corresponding Smpti 
injunction, m the present case“ 5 $ 72 

u Three declarations of the Pūrvapaksha : (1) The sentence in 
question pertains to Man (this is not contained in the Sūtra):— 

(2) The sentence pertains to Man as connected with the sacri- 


fice, and the prohibition of Lying is contained in the Smrti deal- 


ing with Upaan on o0 umdi ele 5 wi si 
227 he prohibition contained in the sentence i „ sriptiv 
‘ (3) ie Piar prohibition” “a 2 s only deseriptive 
< Conclusion : The Spe in question is only an Arthavada ` : 
Siddhanta : Tbe Sy hie is an Injunction, because the connection 
is wholly difforent (this answers tho first declaration of the Pūrva- 
aksha) as os * a 255 ls 
The sentence is question prohibits Lying while the Smrti enjoins 
telling the truth : The two are therefore distinct 2 as 
The sentence th parte cay must be an independent Injunction  .». 
One statement 1S aken as descriptive of another only when both 
serve precisely tho same purpose ae ai 8 
In the present case the sentence in question is a Prohibition, while 
the Smrti text is an Injunction .. 18 oe 


Injunction operates towards something desirable zi 0 
Prohibition operates towards avoidance of sin * ee 
The prohibition of Lying found in the Smrti, occurring among tho 
: gtudent’s observances ’ is really an Injunction (by contraries) of 
telling truth .- ais se . ac 
The sentence in question, found in connection with the Darga- 
Pürnamũsa, cannot be taken as an Injunction of Truth-telling -- 
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= : i is, i iver- 
eee er 
ication, applying to all m Imes, > : 
1 05 A a to the man engaged in the particula: 
sacrifice, and is conducive to a distinct Aptirva avs sees 
The one cannot be descriptive of the other ; because they poin 
different results o5 5 ws A oie * 
The 0 of a general Prohibition does not vitiate the sacri 
ficial performance .. 90 50 — = 
The infringement of a prohibition in reference to the sacrifice does 
vitiate the performance 
As bearing upon the 
rule means that if in course of the performance the man tells a 
lie, he goes to hell. b 
The meaning of the S á 
question is—* The results of the sacrifice are obtained only when 
performed by one wł 
The answer to the Second statement of the Pūrvapaksha 
There is difference i 


of Lying accrues to the 
Sacrifice |. 


Piirvapaksha statements * (a) Even as an Injunction, the sentence 
relates to Man ; (b) It relates to the Man performing the sacrifice 
ent Jo conjugational affix is expressive of the Nominative 

n se oie 
A verb gives rise to the co nition e n ri 
of—(l) the Bhavana (2) what is 
denoted y the Toot, (3) the Row (1) » (2) 
of the Ag 


and ly implied by the Verb. 
The Bhavana wess not indicate the Timo So S 

i e Bhavg 8 Grakas, not only the Nominative Sis 
n the case of all Verbs, sed as determined 


k, í as the Siddhāntin ‘ holds, the 
noted by the conjugational ee 
expressed | the assertion that the Number, ve is 
only” i tat affix, can be determined by the Nominative 
Answer: I . 25 rs 122 * 
assumed ler the 975 Peculiar Potencies of various kinds are to be 
The peculiar Stes oy lot nation of well known facts 25 
Nominative onty 7 S etermining the Number can belong to the 
The asg i Sa ae * Éo k3 a 
Vaiytkarine nee! 1 diverse potencies is necessary for ae 
l'he Number Cannot be connected with other Kirakas, just as it 
by the verp ted rie the Bhavana and other factors signified 
* a8 e nae being always signified by the conjugational affix, 
phos connected with the umber expressed by the vorb .. 
The Nominative can ser ve as such only when it is indicated by the 
Bhavana : 1 al + e ae 
The Nominative need not be directly denoted a * 
n the sentence in question, the sin ularity of Number must be 
l denoted by the verb ¢ yagay’ i 8 y D a x 
Nominative is the only Karakg required, and hence indicated, by 
the Bhavana oe 32 H 
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Nominative is the first factor to be indica a a i 
eccrine to Patañjali, the Nominative te ee pavtioniae HERR 
Hnportanke tone is denoted by the verbal root, as the most 
chee aa 3 for holding the Nominative to be directly 
The Number denoted by the ene tien n 2 
Nominative and Objective T — potional amiz -belongs oto ithe 
T he Obieta the most predominant factor in comparison to the 
The word ‘Cona’* can denote the pro ert ‘a it has 
denoted the Horse to which the — cele r 
tev ui á oe denotes the property that is co-substrate with the 
Such words as Kumara’ ‘ Karabha,’ ‘ Kalabha` * Vatsa `“ Varkara` 
etc. stand on the same footing 
The Number does not vary with each class 
In the case of inanimate objects, Gender cannot be distingui * 
ne ceo Pat ects, Genc guished .. 
ta ME 5 N pace gd indicates only feminine character ; 
. Hasti Na’ ‘ Devadatta’ + Gri’ * Sarit’ * Toya? „ Varet? 
Masculinity is & property that belongs to aviadi pege 
Gender is indicated by class, not vice versa .. pad 42 
N the word ‘ Gonak’ is the only one that affords the 
1 .. ee oe .. ae 
Vaiyakarana’s objections against the view that the Nominative is 
not denoted by the Verb Y 84 F ois 
„ According to Panini 3.4.69, the Nominative and the Objective are 
both denoted by the Conjugational affix ” + oot 
„ Thus the theory that the Nominative is denoted by the Conjuga- 
tional affix has the support of Smrti sö * 5 
The same view supported by Panini 3.1.68 
Vaiyakarana’s arguments answered a °° i 58 
The Grammatical Smrtis cited do not treat of the same subject as 
that dealt with by the Reasonings adduced by Siddhanta * 
Reasonings deal with the question regarding what is denoted and 
what is implied by the Conjugational affix oes ve 
The’ Grammatical Smrtis cited treat of the question as to which 
among certain synony mns, is the correct form ae a 
Even if the Grammatical Smytis made the declaration, it could not 
be regarded as authoritative in the present connection ar 
pünini's Sutra 3.4.69. when taken along with its Context, does not 
go against the Siddhiinta view. 8 Re 
It is not right to take any text wholly apart from its Context 
Panini's Sūtra Lal karmani ca, ete.’ (3.4.69), should be taken 
along with BLA to 4, and 91 to 94; 3.2.123; 3.4.67; 2.4.60, 69, 77, 
78; 13,12, 78.1.4.106, 107, 108, 101, 102, 21,22 „ „ 
nen (PS 1 $ 4.) of ‘t bahushu’ in the Sũtra bahushu 
ree he daw’ as signifying bakutva, multiplicity of num- 
1 i Met in which a property is spoken of ais 22 
(1) i . Y, when meant to be the predominant factor, is spoken 
a ea oe abstract affix, and without co-extensiveness— 
2) When meant to be the subordinate factor, but no separation is 
intended, Property is spoken of with co-extensiveness, but without 
the abstract affix—' Patah cuklah’ ake * nae 
(3) When meant to be subordinate to a substance, and when separa- 
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tion is intended, Property is spoken of with the abstract afix— 
Patasya guklatram ae 
It is thus not always necessary to use the 
speaking of the Property 9 
The Abstract Affix does not denote 
Property .. we 7A $3 + 5 
Mahabhaeya has raised objection against Number being the pre- 
dominant factor Ac 


Meaning of Sūtra ‘ Bahushu bahuvacanam : 


abstract affix when 


the substance qualified by the 


’ t bahu? means multi- 
nini’s Siitras: (a) The Nominatir? 
gnified by the Conjugational aftix 
in! pacati; without being related to each other, the affix denot- 
ing either the one pr the ether ) the Conjugational affix 
denotes the singleness of the Nominative ee = 
The former view (a) is inadmissible of * 
Nhe latter (b) alone is admissible bia si 
* Karturthater explained 41 be a Sele 
l'he entire set of Panini’s Sūtras points to the conclusion : the Conju- 
ational affix denotes the Number as qualified by the Nominative or 
the Objective 


iere is no contradiction between the idea pointed to by Panini’. 
Sutras and the Siddhanta that the Karakas are only indicated by 

the Bhavana Se sh es 

he sense of the Sũtras incompatible with the v 
ra anag 


55 Kitvayana and Matadjali have declared that what is denote! 
10 dy the affix is xingleness an ee on a 
Sasi Says that the Sūtra ‘anabhihita? is necessary only if 
sees 110 1 51 are denoted by the Conjugational affix ` . 
` ments in Mahäbhäsva contrary to this ar > 
à 1s} ’ © opposed to the 
„Yriter’s own declarations SN ; 


he Contradictory assertions by 


lictory t Patañjali are recon: iled by takinu 
them as jimited in their scope 


iew of the Vaina- 


the denotability of certain 
lity aE 89255 
Nominative (or the Objec- 


Verbs indicate je the Nominative, and not neces- 


u the case of e 


J r enote t 
The Karaka indica 5 N 


oo Sates „tlie Nomi tive and the Objee 
tive are ind : i Dave 
Bhae ndicated ile is denoted by the root and by the 


Waixakarana's arguments against Siddhànta ` 


i he Nominative is denoted by the Conjugational affix : because 
the number of the affix varies with the number of the Nomi- 


native’? a — 
Ilie Nominative could not be indicate 


Verbal root ” 


Arzuments of the Vaiyakarana stated in the inferential form a 
- Pacati devadattah ° means the same thing as paktā de radar a., 
and ‘ paktā is admitted to be denotative of this andi 

© + Pavati must be denotative of the nominative 

Otherwise the number of the verb sho 
its nominative a 5 

: Stan the verb denotes the qualifica 

QUSE Crit : 

the Ohiactive these latter m 


d by what is denoted by the 


uld not vary with that of 


tions of the Nominative au-! 
"st be denoted by it” 
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++ Conclusion : The Nominative and the Objective are denoted by 
the Verb” s 


Vaiyakarana’s arguments answere wi oe ae 
There is nothing to justify the potency in the verb to denote’ the 
Nominative, when it actually denotes the Bha@canz@ 2 7 
Five Inferential arguments against the view that the verb denotes 
the Nominative ae ss we ee 
The Siddhanta is not incompatible with well-recognised facts, since 
it admits that the Nominative is tnaiceated, though not denoted, by 
the Verb s oa is Ez 93 898 
Objections against the Vaivaikarana’s arguments 3 ie 
Is the co- extensiveness (of the Nominative) directly donoted, or 
indirectly indicated ? Ra = 855 
It cannot be denoted by the Verb, which denotes the Bharuna 
Words with Conjugational endings cannot denote substances : 
Words with conjugational endings differ from words with Kr! 
endings—i.c., * pacati’ is not synonymous with paktā ' i 
+ Pakt&’ can take several case-endings, and has a gender: either 
of which is applicable to pacai?’ 
Meaning of ed extensivenes a i Ss 
ls there ‘co-extensiveness’ between the two .cn + purati’ and 
‘ devadatiah, or between what are denoted by these words ? 
No co-extensiveness is possible, in its primary form 
There are counter arguments against the Vaiydkarana.. 


The instance cited by the i in his inference is faulty 
* Pacatt’ not synonymous wit 


h, = 

Number belongs to substances. not to the Karaka ah +. 

In ‘ pacakah,’ the basic name denotes the Nominative of the cookin 
while it is the case-ending that takes the number 


oe =. . oe oe 


oe 


oe 


oe . 


The Vaiyakavana’s argumente open to the charge of being uncer- 


tain” be ise 8 ee a a 
In‘ pacati decada'ah. the Nominative is signified by the Bh@rana 
in (KGshthath pacanti,’ the fuel is the Instrument, not the Namina- 

tive +e oe 
Opponent's position reiterated fe a 
„Anabhihita rules cited by opponent on pan 
‘Khe opponent's view criticised .. wae 
Number is not expressed by the Art and other affixes .. 285 
The Objective and other Ka@rakas are subordinate factors, but ar 

connected with qualifications 8 = 
The term UHL in Pānini 22.1 means not vognised in + 
particular form F 


The Bhavana indicates only two Kirakas, the Nominative and the 
Objective .. 8 


In all impersonal verbs, e. g. néha bhuj gute, the verb denotes the 
mere get. nothing else 8 5 E. 
The Nominative can be indicated only by the Bhāranā * 
Anabhihitꝰ, in Panini’s Sūtra, may be taken in its ordinary sense. . 
` Lah” as occurring in Panini’s Sūtra ‘ Lah karmani, ete., is a techni- 
eal form signifying the Nominative and the Objective „ 
Technical terms like ‘ lah’ servo many useful purposes - 2 
The Vaiynkarana's last argument conjugational affixes denor 
the Nominative, bicause they signify its qualifications e 
‘The reason is too wide’ a Re 2 ais = 
ho Nominative cannot he denoted by the Conjugational e 
The prohibition of Lying could not be included in ans me 
Injunction of the Darcva-Pirnamisa sacrifices 5 . 
Useful purpose served by the distinct Injunetion 5 


exxiii 
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The signification of the various factors of the In 
vadét’ explained 35 55 2 a 225 

Vadat fasan that ‘help should be accorded to the Darea Purna- 
māsa sacrifice by means of speaking’ 

‘t Anrtam’ means what is meant to be 


junction ` n@nrtain 


done by speaking is to be 


done by speaking falsely’ 925 N Se 125 
The negative ‘na’ that ‘it is not that the help is to be accorded by 
false speaking’ 25 : 


The whole sentence ‘ nanrtam cadat’ signifies the prohibition of that 
falsity which is possible in the speaking done jor the sake of the. 
sacrifice .. 


This means that when the priest officiating ata sacrifice has said 
one thing, he should not say anything to contradict what he ha- 
said i$ ae ++ 

Use of the Adhikarana: lf the sentence 


descriptive of what is enjoined in the Smrti, then the infringe- 
ment of the prohibition would involve the expiatory rite pres- 
cribed in the Smrti; but if it is an Injunction by itself, the 
oxplatory rite due to its infringement would be that prescribed in 
the Veda * xc x A b 

Such an Expiatory Rite consists in the Pouring of libations with the 
Anvaharyapacana Fira 9 as Ay 25 

The Veda prescribes expiatory rites in connection with delinquencies 
occurring in course of sacrifices .. 

tactical differences involved 

Siddhanta theories 


^ Meaning of t di o Pern 
shada bob f the sentence according to the Pūrva 


in question were merels 


between the Pärrıpaksha and 


paksha—:‘ here 


de no falsity in the benedictory declarations made by the 
T Sig a for his own purification’ we 5 = ali 7 
is doug ee ering to the Siddhanta— In all the Speaking that 


$ y the Yajamāna or tha Priests i acrifice 
Lying should be avoided’ "., E AREER S epee. 
Adhika 
Tana (5). p i CYN TE 
should ( ) Fhe actions relating 
“ubject-matter « Conflict betw 4 F ac 
: een Context and Indicative power, and 
1 Context and Syntactical Connection 8 a 85 
5 “Wa: (a) The Injunction of ‘Tirthasnama,’ and (b) that o'! 


Mantra‘ mayi daks = „ be done 
ł ksal — o be dom 
r ue sai coun kratū, ete. . — aa t 
Question : Do the i 


to the Yawning person 


the Agent only ?—Or to the 


£ to the sacrifice only? 


® Actions should pertain to 
Pirvapaksha : 


with 3.3.15 ais ae 
The first action of Tirthasnaina, th 15 771 is 
body, must pertain to the Man% Pathing which cleanses the 
‘‘ The second act of Reciting also can be aein oan — 
‘Siddhanta : The actions are Purificatory of the ee 
the sacrifice 22 500 >) 
If the actions are connected with the Agent only 
indications of the Context nies 85 Y, z 
If the actions are connected with the Sacrifice only, we reject the 
indications of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection 
The Siddhanta theory—that the Actions belong to the Agent engaged 
in sacrifice—involves the uae of none of the above three 
The purification brought about by the re 


ie ee Citing of the Mantra in 
question pertains to that ‘ yawning person Janjabhyamũna 


we reject thi 


CONTENTS. 


who is engaged in bringing about the -lptrea of the Darpa 
purnammsa Sacrifice 


Bhashya criticised and justified ` j * ys 
The case in question is not analogous to that of the Ahina 


Adhikarana (6). m 
the hunian agent 
Firayavākya : 

etc., ete.” , as 
„ iu is the collective 
ing and > wounding’ th 
(Question : Do the acts pr 
Sacrifice ¢ 
Piirvapaksha : « Ti 
the Sacrifice bs 2 55 8 a 2 2 
The acts of threatening and the rest are possible to be dane in 
connection with the Sacrifice | we as oe 
Niddhanta: The acts cannot be restricted to the Context (of the 
sacrifice) only ee ae .- * 
The acts must pertain to the Man, not to the Sacrifica 88 
The penalties prescribed can relate to Man only is 9 
The Camyu is declared in the Veda as making over all Brahianas 
to the protection of the Gods Es oe ee 
All this goes to show that the Acts appertain to ifan in general, 
not only to the Man engaged in the sacrifice 


oe — oe 


te acts of threatening and tho like pertain to 
* Deva vai camyum abruvan..yo brahmandyivagurit, 


name for the acts of * threatening.” * strik- 
e Brāhmaņa 858 ie $3 
ohibited appertain to the Agent or to the 


0 acts referred to are those done for the sake of 


oe os 


adhikarana (7). Tho prohibition of conversi 1g with a W. 
` hor courses pertains to Man in general oe +e i 
Visayavakya: * Malavadvāsasā na samevadel, ..* nūsya Gnramadyat ; 
. Malamad viisas is the Woman in her courses as i 
rpuestion z Does the prohibition contained in the senten 
to the Sacrifice ?—Or to man as engaged in the 
Man in general ? 25 „5 
pirvapaksha : ** Tho Prohibition refera to the Words 
lokah, which the sacrificer addresses ty his wife 
purnamisa sacrifice; hence it must pe 


oman in 


fence pertain 
sacrifice :—Or to 


pune esa 1. 
3 during tho Darya 
‘tain to man as engaged in 


the 3 i à hibit . i 5 
Siddhãnta the prohibition refers to Man in general ; conversation 
with the e 99105 being impossible during the sacrifice. 
in view ton that t ife i iti 8 . 
. from the place ne Sle in that condition should hr 


7s 5 2. `- . ee wie 
Yo'sya und ham patni analambhuka syat tamuparudhya yaj*ta 
Smrti-rules prohibiting such general conversation with the Woman 
are based upon the Prohibition under discussion wa —— 
VNãsya unnamadyāt’ means that ‘one should not have intercourse 


with the Woman in her courses 


oe 


è Anna '=abhyañjana= mraksana (among the Litas) =Intercourse. z 
No ‘ intercourse’ Possible during the sacrifice a -- 
Hence this prohibition must refer to Man in general 


As the prohibition, of « conversing’ stands on the same footing a: 
that of intercourse,’ both must appertain to Man in genera 


: 15 

2 ` 2 5 n general. . 
dhikarana (8). Tho wearing of gold pertains to man In gorio i yz- 
A Visayavitkya : (a) · Tasmãt suvaran hiranyam bharyam (b) os 
sas aa anyam * Sa sid ld’ and (). clean clothes 
Question: Are the * wearing of bright go a j b n 

1 cribed as to be done by rn an engaged in a sacrifice, or Dy me 

in general ? 22 an * 
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Pirvapaksha: The wearing of both refers to man engage in a 
ü na: 8 
ifice 5 . : $4 
Siddhanta: The Iajunctions pertain to man in general .. — 
There is no reason for connecting them with the performauce of 
ny sacrifice * | a ee 5 pa 
Objection to the Siddhanta : The Injunction, even though qualified. 
must pertain to a sacrifice 30 fa : 


i ifice may be assumed 


“ The connection with a sacr è xt i 
„The sentence must mean the wearing of gold and clothes, as 
subsidiary to a sacrifice 
“ ‘Hiranya’ is defined as that go 
ness 90 a 2 * es 2 
»The name ‘ Gdhvaryava’ also justifies the connecting of the said 
wearing with the sacrifice “` E ate . 0 
The form of the verb ‘ bhāryam` indicates that vold (Hiranya) is 
the Nominative agent, not the objective ste 992 
The wearing, being a purificatory act, must pertain to the sacritice’ 
Objections answered: Tho act of wearing is not connected with any 
sacrifico .. AD 465 6 2 Fe 
Ail that the sentence can mean is that ‘ one should perform the act 
of wearing with the help of the gold’ a ii 
The use of this wearing may be any useful purpose that it serve- 
for the man 


What is the particular purpose served by it can be easily assumed.. 
The latter part of the sentence itself mentions the result in the 
shape of the disfigurement (durvarnata) of the enemy 


he wearing of gol cellent clothes mnst refer to man in 


ld which bears its natural bright 


d and of ex 
general an 


.. 


ae (9). The Jaya and this rast aro subsidiaries to Vedic 
achions ., .. — ete vee 
Visayavakya: Vena karman@ irtsyct tatra jayām juliuyãt i 
Question : Is the Jaya here prescribed to bo performed in con- 
nection with all actions, Vedic 


as well as temporal ?—Or with 
only such acts as are laid down in the Veda ? Hes t 
Wee The Jayã and such other acts are subsidiary to all 
acts” E 50 y 
a The 8 of the Injunction is: 
hend by means of any action, should erform the qayx u 
Niddhanta: The Jaya being a Ho p 1 in 
connection with Vedic actions 545 emen only 
This is in keep 


ing with the namo ‘ad “ns 
- which the inj adhvaryava’ of th 


: N hapter in 
I unction of the Jaya occurs . I 2 
Jaya is to be performed by tho 


9 y Adhvaryu, and 
formed only in connection with the D 
Vedic actions By: 


as such can be per- 
arçapūrnamīsa and other 


Adhikarana (10): The Varuna Jeg should bo performed on the 
scat of the gift of a horse in connection with Vedic Sacri- 
ces S F if, 5 
Vieayarākya : ' Varuno vã Clam pratigrhnati yoçvam 
Vavato ‘çvān pratiqrhniy it {vate varuniin cs n niruhνν,ẽi 
Question : Is the performance of Vãruna Isti prompted—‘a) by the 
acceptance of horse gift on any »ecasion ?—Or by that dono in 
ordinary life only ?—Or by that done in connection with Vedic 

9 
Sacrifices only? mae 85 5 55 
bor to the Bhashya, the Sūtra (28) starts off with tho answer 
to the pre- supposed Siddhanta that ‘since the [sti itself is a 
Vedic act, its prompting cause also should be Vedic” 


pratigrhnũti 


‘One desiring to attain pros- 


1390 


13) 


1399 
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oxxvii 
F E Page 
Miirvapalsha stated : The Isti should be performed at the accep- 
tance of the herze-gift in ordinary life 2 5 ae 1391 
It is only the acceptance of the ordinary horse-gift that is sinful 
and hence requires the expiatory 1 5 Miisa i 1391 
© The acceptance of the Horse-gift at a Vedic sacrifice cannot be 
sinful“ .. * . ai se 3 1391 
Though the sentence seems to apply to the acceptance of both 
kinds of Horse-gift, it really applies to that in connection with 
sacrifice only“ — oma a .. „ 1391 
Ihe Isti frees the man from Varuna sickness (Drepsy) at 1393 
»The Isti is performed by the giver, not the receiver of the Horse- 
gift (see next Adhi ) . ar eee 205 2 1393 
~“ Pūrvapaksha (in Bhāshya) holds that the Tsti is to be performed 
3 by the Receiver: as in ordinary life it is the receiving of the gift 
that is sinful” aie 255 2 oe. 22 13 * 
Ia connection with Vedic acts the receiving of the gift is not 
sinful ae ee as Bhs a we 1394 
“| 1 Jnjunetion of giving does not involve that of receiving, the 1395 
gi * . gs aC 82 „ 305 
A nother view is that in the case of ordinary gifts, the Isti is to be 
performed by the Receiver. while in that of the gift in connection 
with Vedic acts, it is to be Performed by the giver” 92 1394; 
Another view: In all cases it i a 8 ver 5 1396 
. A 8 f. it is performed by the giver : ) 
e Giving or horse in ordinary life also is prohibited 22 1396 
»The Isti is to be performed by one who, in ordinary life, gives, or- 928 
“ven sells, a horse 15 30 * 1397 
here is no injunction of givin a horse 2 A 1397 
< Conclusion: It is the ANARA of the ordinary Horse-gift that 972 5 
serves as the prompting cause of the Varuna [ett 1397 


Siddhanta : The Isti is not really meant to remove the. 1 8 
of the gift: the evil effect mentioned (Varuno gn 95 Ya ; c as 
been understood to be an attack of Dro PEAR be an Arties nel 
in any case at all; this mention therefor s h 3t 

The i of evil effects being not posible the 1 . Isti 
may be assumed to be either Heaven (in the case 0 e gift in 

ordinary life), or the aid accorded to the sacrifice (in the Case of 


i t sacrifices) .. . n +. a.m re 1399 
E of the aid to sacrifice is easier and more justified than 
TTT s . s 1399 
Conclusion : Tho Varuna Isti is to be performed on the acceptance 
of the Horse-gift at a sacrifice .. a E 1400 
ikarana (11). The Varuna Letz; i 
dhikarana ( Gruna legi is to be performed by the giver 
AC kot the Horse — 5 55 „ E 1401 
question : Is the Varuna Isti discussed in the preceding Adhikarana 
to be performed by the giver or the Receiver of the Horse-gift? 140) 
Question objected to,—in view of the distinot expression Yo'cvam 
pratiyrhyati,’ “he who receives the horse 85 A 1401 
Question justified on the ground of the context starting with a 
reference to the giving of the horse me ss 65 1401 
Discussion necessary, for the purpose of reconciling these two 5 
contrary ideas afforded by the entire passage 5 a 1402 


Pirvapaksha : ** The Injunction Tefers to the Receiver; the giver is 
mentioned only in the Arthavada; therefore the sacritice should b 
he performed by the Receiver of the Horse 15 ae ‘ 

The meaning of Sūtra 30: ‘The action of the Yajamana cannot be 
accepted as the prompter of the Isti- pr 5 . 

Siddhanta : The Isti should be performed by tho ‘ appointer of the 


Priests,—i.e. the Yajamana, who is the giver of the Horse 855 14o: 
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EARE the appointer of priests,’ tho Yajamāna .. 
12855 the action (of 888 by the Yajamana is the prompter of the 
~ sti is proved ‘ by Indications” .. IKN S, T 
(1) The Isti, being a subsidiary of the main Sacrifice, should be 
performed by the person who performs the latter ot “is 
The performer of the main sacrifice is the giver of the Horse—accord- 
ing to 3.8.1 95 fe 90 Bus = 
The Tati therefore should be performed by the giver of the Horse 
The indication of the Syntactical connection of the entire passage 
taken as a whole distinctly points to the same conclusion 15 
In cases where the Arthavada precedes the Injunction, the latter is 
conditioned by the former 0 „ 20 Le 
It is only when the Arthavada follows the Injunction that the latter 
operates independently of, and prior to, the former m 
In the case in question, the Arthavada comes before the Injunction : 


the two cannot be reconciled ; the idea already provided by the 
Arthavada cannot be set 


aside entirely by that provided by the 
subsequent Injunction * 2 P eve 
e in the Injunction is to be taken in the 
o ‘ grahayet, should make accepted 
This construction leaves th 22 a 
“one who receives 
the Isti 


aud b nnected 
Thi 


p -3.1, has to be taken up here for 
Bha pa Eo of setting aside misconceptions caused 55 certain 
Orther Bhighyas’ referred to 95 * 


ü y other Bhashyas p 

Object Orhniyat as ‘ grahayee? justified ` 
“ the pan 9 ta conclusion: * 295 * 
age as read in the Maitrayani Rescension of the Yajur- 
ee ae With ‘sa es ea, i which, along with the 
inen ey clearly points to the Performance of the 
Ev Scelver of the horse sa 86 
a oenn Et th he notion that the sacrifice is to be 
vie in th Ree also .. . 2 a S 

e 
sacrifieo is to be performed by this hen, by some to mean that the 
orse ., 


8 pertains to the vomitting 
: ce or in the ordinary life ;—and 
(2) it refers to vomitting by the Priests” 2 zz 


1411 


1411 
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Pirrapakeha : ** The offering should bo made on the vomitting of 
Soma drunk in ordinary life; as that vomitting alcne interferes 
with the effects of Soma. drinking * se Eas e 

siddhān:a: ‘The offering should be made on the vomitting of Soma 
drunk at n Vodic sacrifice $ 3 Se 

The vomitting interferes with the spiritual results of the sacrifice .. 

‘ Disposal” of Soma at a sacrifice becomes complete only when the 
Sania is digested oe ae ae ae é 

Until digestion therefore the sacrificial performance will not be 
complete oe oe ae oe ae 

In the case of ordinary vomitting, evil effects, if any, would be only 
temporal, and as such would require only temporal, not Vedic, 
remedial measures. ae 72 on oe 


Adhikarana (13). Tue Somaindra offering is to he made when the 
Sama is vomitted by the Yajamana 855 a se 
„tt i: §s the offering dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana to 
he made when the Soma is vomitted by the Yajamäna? or when 
it is dene by the Priests ? vee 28 . ie 
Pireapakeha : + The vomitting by both, the Priests as well as the 
Yajamiina. should be the prompting cause of the offering: as the 
text doo- not specify either the one or the other” .. 88 
Siddhinta: The offering pertains to vomitting by the Yajamana 
nl: ax the performance is for his sake we ie 
The offering in question is an indirect aid to the main sacrifice .. 
The pronouns in the sentence clearly indicate that the Vomitter and 
phe pecformer of the offering are one and the same .. ie 
It should therefore be performed on the vamitting by the Yajaman 
If the priests were to make the offering for their own vomitting, 
they would have to engage other priests oe 8 
And for this offering a distinct result will have to bp assumed 
There would be the same necossity for assuming a distinct result, 
if the offering pertained to the vomitting in ordinary life zie 
‘There is no justification for the view that the Yajamaina would þe 
the performer of the offering—but on the vomitting by the Priests 
Ag in this case the performer of the offering and the vomitter would 
not. be the samo —— 2 .. oe gs 
‘The offering being purificatory of the Man mentioned in the 
Context (according to 3.4.15), it must be performed by the 
Yajamana (according to 3.8. 4.) sts ` 
The result of vomitting Soma is declared to be ' Loss of prosperit a 
and this ‘ prosperity’ must be of the man for whose sake the 
main sacrifice is performed ; and this is the Yajaména 


Adhikarana (14), Out of the Agniya aetakupiila caru, it is only 
the Dryavadana that is to be offered in Homa 85 ae 
isa 5 Ai Yadūgnčyo t stakapalo” mūvūsyāyām puurnamãaꝝũñ · 
cūeyuto Stavali which lays down the preparing of the Caru in 


eight Pans for heing offered to Agni oe 255 9 
Question : ls the whole of the Caru thus prepared. to he offered 2 
or only & portion (Deyavadana, two slices) out of it? 2 


Parvapaksha: '* The words of the text clearly indicate that the 
who'e of what is cooked should be offered ; without that it could 


not be ‘ Ggnéya’ ‘dedicated to Agni’” .. = 1 
„The Pürvapaksha must always be one that is apparently quite 
reascnable and sound ” a x; 22 . 
„ The Pūrvapakelła therefore cannot he said to lose sight of the 
Injunctions of the affering of Remnants” .. * * 
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i i 3 d the like. 
“The offering of Remnants such as the Svishlakrt an 1 
in ace cates there are no remnants left, are made with fresh 
materials brought in 


‘The word ‘¢esha,’ ‘remnant’ would be taken in the sense of 
‘another ` or ‘secondary’ materia! iins — 
Niddhanta: There should always be a ‘remnant’; as the slices 
to be offered are cut out oj the cake ak .- 7 «ig 
The cutting out of the slices is laid down by such Injunctions as 
0 dvirhavisho vad yati and so fo 


rth ais +e ee 

Objection : The Injunctions only prescribe the method of offering 

the entire Carn; and they do not mean thata remnant has to 
pt 


The method meant to be adopted is that of repe 
of two slices till the Caru is exhausted ~ g eSEE Lots. 
Answer : According to the Injunction tho offering of two slices is to 
be done once only .. od +: .. os 
Though the alicing, as the subordinate factor, may be repeated, 

» there is nothing to justify the repetition of the Offering 
The Necessity of offering the whole Caru cannot be established 
For making it ägnzya, it is not necessary that the whole Caru 
should be offered 225 Ave 92 zte 82 
The name is open to two explanations: (1) The relation- 
ship of Agni, which belongs to the whole Caru is transferred to 
t iees; or (2) The whole Caru becomes ‘ dedicated to 

Agni” by having. two slices * ou 


t of it offered to that deity 
SSR term Gesha,’ + Remnant, 
Objection - “The n 


ating the offering 


.. 


` be justified 85 
: ame *aqnéya” cannot be restricted to the two 
slices only ` 
2 ne ue 51! ++ pice 
a dvyavadinanjihoti were taken as the original Injunction of 
ae offering, this would involve a Syntactical split in the sentence 
A ügneyo thtākapūlo bhavati` 
The sentence « 


Ggneyo'shtalanalo bhavati* enjoins the whole Caru 
gni A Ji 
8 one no shtakapilo and 
ither that 

o slices and then the re 
hole should be offered or only two slices ` 
if e Offering of the two 


The entire 


€ t become agnz 85 ‘sli ut of 
70 heing offered to Agni” 8 e by anly two slices o 
Objections answered: » Vaga and 7 ` 

(ride 2.9.1) 4 Poma 


are not synonymous 
the mere resi 


‘Yaga’ consists in gning of one’ 


: à 8 ownership (over 

material) in favour of the Deity, ‘Homa’ consists in éke a0 
throwing in of the material the ow over which has been 
relinquished in favour af the Deity 

I that the sen 


if tones agneyo' shtakapalah * means is that the 
„ has resigned his ownership over the Caru in favour of 
Agni 725 S * 4 3 
l'his is sufficient to make the Caru * dgneya. dedicated to Agni 
Aftor this comes the Sentence * dvirharesho'vadyati,’ which Jays 
down that two slices cut out of the Cary (already dedicated to 
Agni) should be offered into the fire’ 265 
The meaning of the t 


nership 


WO sentences —' agneyo shtapiilah* and ‘ dvya- 
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radGnarjuketé’-—together comes to be this: * The offering of ‘Two 
slices is to be thrown into the fire, out of the Caru that has been 
dedicated to Agni* .. ee ia 827 
The offering of the Two slices forms part of the same sacrifice of 
which tho * dedicating of the Carn to Agni” forms the earlier part 
Of tho single act of sacrifice, the · Vage (dedication to Agni) ix the 
principal, and the Huma (offering of Two slices) tho subsidiery, 
factor os oe. a 2 
‘The Hora is not merely sanctificatory of the Caru ý 
Without the Hema, the Yaga remains incomplete 
Homa is not the principal factor .. ae ‘ne a 
Fat and Homa’ forin the fore and hind parts of the same act. 
of sacrifice. which is like Narasimha ° 


oe 


Adhikarana (15). ‘rhe Avishtaket offering shouhl he made out of 
all Remnants 805 ee 88 58 
The Serehtakri oflering consists in the aſſaring of the remnants 
the substances that have been offered in the sacrifice a 
Question: Should this Svishtakrt offering be made cut of tho rem- 
nants of aff the differont kinds of substances: that have beon 
offered t - Or out of the remnant of only one of them ? we 
Parvapaksha. «The Srishtakre offering should be made out of the 
~ remnant of ouly one substance” ae oy othe ae 
“©The offering. it sanctificatory. need not be repeated" Ni 
‘© Or (anothor interpretation uf Sūtra 13)— . The offering could bo 
repeated only if it Were sanctificatory e n 
Siddhantes: The Srishtakre offering should bo made out of the 
Remnants af all the substances offeradd 
Because it is of the naturo of disposal Sa Za 
Also because thera are texts indicative of the fact os 
Tho Siitras indicate the use of the foregoing Adhkikurana 


of 


ee 


ae ee 8 4 


Adhikarana (16). The Srtshtakrt and other offerings aro to bo 
i matle out of the Kirst Material Sa a a 
Question : [s the Svishtakrt offering to be made out of the Romnant 
of the first Material ?—Or any material we like [ this question 
adrnits for the sake of argument the view set forth aa the H- 
akaha of the precoding Adhikarana | = 
parvapakeha „If the offerings aro to be made ¢ 
may be 29 n reg one likes 
dhãnta. The offerings stiould ba ot 9 
Sake which is the first to prone tact out of the principal 


out of one only, they 


Pe 7). T ivis; : 
Adbikaran® (17). The ais iston af the Cake is for the pur 
eating oe sa oe oe 
Vieayaralya wire idam bruhmanah ` ete. ote., 0 ec ri i . me : 
with the Quartering of tio caka ceurring in connection 
(uation : Are the sharos appo 
t 


meant to 165 received by them simply as part of their fee to be 
used by t . they like ¥--Or are they to be eaten by them ? 
pūrrapaksha ` he shares are Part of the fue paid for thoir services 
+ The shares are actually enlogised us fee: Esha vai darshapiirna- 
mũadab in; . a x 58 — 
siddhanta : Tho apportioning of the shares mnst be for the purpase 
of coating -- ie Loot “+ * i 
Tho ontire Cake having been given over to the deity, the sacrificer is 


* 


no longor ownor of it, and hence cannot give it as ‘ Fee’. s. 


pose of 


rtioned by the sentences to the Priests 4 
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} ural purpose served by the cake is that if is eaten: and 
Poin EnA Anoe fory unless there is sufficient reason for the 
rejection 3¢ 85 K 
Bhashya objected to. 
Bhashya explained Se 85 
It is the eing of the cake that. helps the Priests BD ie is 
The oulogy quoted— sha... daſteinã, this only describes tho 
desirable effects following from the eating of the cake 


oe oe 
.. — 


PADA V. 


Adhikarana (1). The Neishtakrt and other offerings are not to bo 
formed with the Butter in the Dirurii Vossel z 
Subject-matter : Exceptions to 3.4.44 5 : 
Vi-ayarakya > * Ottarardhat diE re Hue 
rayatt, and other sentences laying down the 
(duestion : Should or should not, the Fes, 
made out of the Butter used at the Upameuyajiat .. * 
Pürraupaiaha (recalled froin 3.1. 44) :* The offerings should be mado 
out of the butter used at the (pimenyaia: as the subsequent 
artharada mentions / materials `” 
“The reason mentioned in the 
Svishtakrt are as applicable t 


: * Ida@mupah- 
offering of Remnants 
takri and other offerings be 


eda for offerings to be mado to 

9 the Butter as to anything else ~ 

~“ Also because the use of the term > Samaratta ip connection with 
toe offerings justifies the same conclusion ~ 


i ; 5 ae 
i tly, because we have an Arthurida of Svishtakrt with reforenes 
* Avadaya vadūya.. 


+ 8rishtakrte ut na pratyabhi- 
Hara yati 85 : ; 
Siddhanta The whole of the Butter 


k | having boon used up at the 
Upameuyaja there would be no Re g 1955 


1 mnant of it ; hence the ofier- 
unge could not be made out of the Butter 


itter ix possible in the Dru ri. 
1 to severa! actions és 
re could be ao Remnant of the 
Because several actions are to be done with 
Dhruva - 25 


When out of the Diravi. Butter has boen taken out for the 
Opameuyaiu, what is left is for use in other actions, and cannot be 
regarded as the remnant af the Upadmeuyaja > hy 58 

As for the remnant in hene, after the vumpletion of all actions, 
there is a distinet offering. known as the + Samastiyajuh ` 


+ because the subs- 
In the Ohr the Cham]) ze 
the Butter in the 


pegan “The Butter aken out for the Upamens aja is kept in 
aa in which the butter left wonld be the required Rom- 


Answer * The 


whole » uantity of B ter itar 1 116 Juhi is 
meant to he Oifered the I Butter contained in the 
or would the AN 


ro be a ämçuyāja .. 92 10 51 
oe in the Cups 1 of Butter in the Juhi as there is o 
n the case in ; 1 oo ki J — 
infringement of dine ee ol offering of all (he Die coul in an 
8 ct Injunetion: , , 15 Menne wise o 
tho Soma Y Junction; which it is nob in the ca 
Tieren, constriction oi Sūtra 7 Suggested oe wwe 
The mention of „ akerials, brought forward by the Parvapaksin, 
must rotor Co 1 e WARJE only of which ‘actual Remnants are 
available for disposal y 
The opponents arguments based 
answered l y K ie 
The Arthavada in connection with Scishtakr! 


upon the word ‘Samaratta’ 


all that it implies is 


Paye 


1443 
1443 
LHS 
1441 


1144 


1450 


CONTENTS. ONNNGN 
X XXI 


Paye 


non-empntiness of the vessel prior io the Nvishtakrt offering 
iene 5 1431 


Adhikarana (2). The offering of Remnants should not be 
former! in connection with the Sadkamprasthayua bes ae 
Question : The SG sam prastha yy offering is n moriilication of hes 1452 
Sūnnäya—offering. the re anonta of which latter are offer a 5 
Cya offerina :— should the remnant-offering be inga 155 
connection with the forner?: sa Ped Sn 
Pūrrapaksha: `' The offering should be made: because of tho! ie 
that the modifieation is to be sone according to its original 25 
siddhānta : The present case is amenable to the reasonings and a 
conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana: and thera is to he 8 
remnant-offering : hecause the pots atso having been offered n id 
there could be no Remnant in the ease of the Nakamprathiio ie 2182 


Adhikarana (35. There is ud offering of Remnants in connecti 
with the Sautriman’ sacrifice .. N ; PAA 
Question :— There aro several vessels called *Acrina ate. fillod with 
milk. wine and other substances, at the Neatraman?; should the 

+ remnant offerings he made out of these vessels? ? ee 

ap „Ther. being many vessels. there aro hound to be 1493 
anta: there must therefore be an offoring of Remnants 1433 
v 15: 


. Phere can be no offari 
waghanta : Phere ca ering of Romnants at the Sautra 7 
Specs s the versei alse are offered u : o Sautraman?, 
8 at speak Of remnants i H P 28 mr 143 
pa xte that ape cmpants in this connection. 2 453 
nee other Disposal-offerings .. must rofor to 
zom 


T3 2s ee 11323 


a (4). ly connecti i . 
. carana (4 eee ection with the serraprethisti, ti 
Adhik %% ab the fed and other + Rempant-offerings "should 15 
oni ance ne — os ser 
57 1454 


ans six 


some © 1 
? . ld thero be n singlo i 5 * 115.1 
Pion Soul : e n singlo Remnant offering in connee D 
C n with the atter actions ?—Or should they he as many as 
tion are ua 1 a À yas 
. „ fh . — 8 EN ee fs ge 
nbiet?” oa Haran ' It farms the subject-matter of 1454 
Va - 2 
un involving the: . oe oe fan 145-6 
MT te NS inv ng question of Rem nafari g N 
insel 1 15 rightly introduced here F 145 
es si A 4 


arene pa: The Cake: ' : 
parea pn oe there are thoum ona, helps the sacrifices piece by 
icce: Me as many materials as thore are sacri- 


fices: noS 19 505 sede be as many ‘remnants’ and their 

eget, Romuni ce rilicos is s i 1455 
Sidhi 1 T 95 n - sacrifice being vndistinguishable, 
f wa cat be ODIY Oik Inu fer all. and henea ouly ono Dis- 
‘ca! apenas 5 oe x „ P iy oy in 1 155 
Rewnnnt , after the Su eri would be ubilisod 

aan subsequent dispesai-oficving, in the Quartaring of the Cake’ 1456 


5). Out of P a 
parana (: ut of the vessel ` -V , the 
Adhikaré “of Remnant should be lone 1 e oss 1457 


ting IN F? Ps 
en 3. Out ot the Sota: Vessel dedicatod jointly to [ndra Vayu, 


jon - = 
Questi Indra cd sar. is r ce 57 
8 called © Jindracasarda. is the Remnant to be eaten once or twice ? 1457 


CXNNIV TANTRA VARTIKA 


Though the proper place for this Adhikarana would have been 
after Sūtra 19, it is introduced here as it embodies an exception 
to the principle arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana 25 

Purviupaksha: “ The material being one and the same, there isa 
single Remnant and hence there should be a single eating ae 

Siddhūnta : The Remnant in the A indrariyara Vessel has to be eaten 
twice, in view of the Distinct Injunction * Drirain 
bhaksayati’ 15 

This exposition of the Adhik 

is open to objection : 


dri] 


arana (in accordance with the Bhashya) 
Tn the face of this distinct 


Injunction, there 

should be no room for any doubt at all .. is sa 

The Aahitarana expounded by the Vartika as a continuation of the 
preceding Adhikarana 


Viirvapaksha (B): [Embodying objection to the 
at in Adhikarana („ In cases where the s 


tedly distinct. distinct Disposals are prescribe 
the Aindravayava Vessel 


there shonld be as many 
Siddhanta (B): In the case of the 
should have been only one ` 
for the distinct Injunction 


conclusion arrived 
aCrificas aro admit- 
d, as in the ease of 
Sarvaprshteshti also 
there are sacrifices ** 
essel also, there 


—had it not been 
a bhakeayati? 


Adhikarana (6). Thore should be an eating of the remnant of the 
Soma in all vessels 9 APs 72 as 
Subject-matter « The eating of the Remnants in vessels other than 
the Aindravayara 0 ste 55 A9 ais 

Vivayavakya : *Sarvatah pariharam acgvinam bhakeayati* and 30 forth 
Question > Should there be any eating at all of the Remnants in 
these other vessels ? 95 35 32 
Supplementary Questions : Are the sentences to be treated as Injunc- 
tions of enting and there is to be eating only ont of the vessels 
mentioned in these sentences? Or is there to be eating only in 
accordance with such names as ‘ hotuccamasah* and the like given 
to some of the Vessels ? ji 
Pirvapaksha: + All the Sonia in the ve 


ssels having been taken up 
by the Homa, there would he no Remnant ; and hence no eating 
of Soma” ats 
Siddhanta : The 


te should be eating of the Soma-remnants, as there 
are texts clearly mentionin 


i : ‘ Sarvatahpartharam 
äçvinam bhal a 8 such eating (a) Sarvatahy 


e i (b) * Bhaksitanyayitznceam zen laksina- 
syanaso *valambe Bae cs an Mapyayitingcamasan Kas 


Adhikarana (7). nee 
holding 190 Jie 7 5 bo be done bythe P 
Question: (implied not stated): Is tl 
done promizcuously by all the persons gell 
Pirvapaksha (not stated): The batin shoul 
promiscuously 1 hå . A 0 
Stddhanta: The eating should he done by the Priests who hold the 
Soma-Cups, and after whom the Cups are named“ Hotugcamasah ` 
and so forth p sf 15 4 
The eating is of Soma left in tho Cups 2 pe 
The eating is not of any other substance, Rice and the rest ba 
The text quoted in Bhashya Prohibits the eating of Soma by Non- 
Brihmanas, for whom the / halacamasa is prescribed as the 
substitule for Soma 5 


The Remnant- riests 


te cating of the Remnants to be 
in the sacrifice 7 
d bo done by all 
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Adhikarana (8). The Udgatr Priests are to eat the Soma, along 
with the Subrahmanya Priest 85 Es A 
Subject matter: The eating of Soma-remnants, in accordance with 
Name ae 8 2 8 ae =e 
Questicn Out of the cups named + Cdgitrruam camasak, should 
the eating be done by one U'dqatr Priest? or by all the priests ? 
or by those priests alone who do the Hymning ? or by all the 
four Samarrdin Priests ? w i 
The question justified = ax a 55 
Prrrapaksha (A): Tho eating should be done by only one Udeatr 
Priest“ ot 2 * oe .. 2 age 
Parrapaksha (B): *The eating should he done by all the Priests “ 
pryreapaksha (C): „ The eating should be done by those Priests 
alone who actually sing the Hymns” ae MA as 5 
Siddhinta: The Hyimn-singers aro not named > Udyatr. they are 
numed Prastofr and I'ratihartr ea agen 85 
There is only one Udgatr Priest; the plural form * wdg@trntm- in 
the name indicates that the priests meant are the four Sama- 
vedins ;—‘ audgatra’ being a name of the Simaveda .. ia 
* Udgātr` in this name should be explained as the“ performer of the 
audgatra, ie., Samavedic, functions ` F on 
The discussion in connection with the term ‘r@jan’ fin Avishty- 
adhikarana, 2.3.3) recalled and shown to hear upon the present 
question .. : a 95 a “+ 
The eating should he done by all the Ohandoya (Siimavedin) Priests 
The above explanation criticised and found unaccoptahle 80 
The meaning is either (a) that though all Samavedin Priests and 
not the Hymn singers only. are denoted bythe name udyatr, 
yet it applies to a few of these only : es BiH 
Or (b) that it applies to the Hyinn-singers only 25 


Adhikarana (9). Fhe Gra@vastut should eat the Somn = 
subject-matter Eatings based upon Direct Declaration ae 
pisayarakya* ` VathGcaumasamanyangcamasancceamasxino bhak- 

sayanti athaitasia hariyojanasya sarra Gra, ete.” m ; — 
Question Does the sentence mean by all' only all the cup-holders 
nly ? or the Griivastut Priest also ? At: 9 5 
see sha: ** ‘all” refers to the ciup-holders only: hence there is 


yapak 
Pran T in for the Gravastut™ 22 =e 92 
ciddhanta : The Gravaniut should eat out of the Hiriyojana eup, 
whieh is proscribed for ‘all’ de., all the priests engaged in the 
saci ifice R = * Sia ee 
Objection: Un 1 of the first sentence, the term ‘all’ in the 
second sentence ene he restricted to the cup-holders only” .. 
jnsuer In Vew ot the direct Tnjunetion in the second sentence 
younrding the Hiiriyojana cup no restriction can be justified .. 


vi 


30 ty 
Adhikarana A 16). The performance of the Veshatkūra ontitlos one 
l to the eating of Soma-remnant ass 858 
pisayarakya aot askatkartuk prathamabhaksah’ izi * 
Question $ Does this sentence lay down the First eating as due to 
the `] ashathara ? or it only enjoins the character of being 
first with reference to the Eating ? T dis a6 
prrrapabshas © Vt is the character of being first that is enjoined 
by the sentence, with reference to the eating by the performer of 
Vasatkara : in accordance with 1.4.9” a . 3:3 
u The sentence cannot be an injunction of the cating by the per- 
former, as this eating is already indicated by the name of esta 
‘Vashathkaringeamasah,’ where > camasa’ implies the eating 5 
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The sentence in question only makes a reference to the eating by 
rartr oe +. oe cle 
“ 00e en ait performing of tho Vashatkāra is not a ground 
ting of Soma .. +. 2 ae 
Suna Tho compound ‘ prathamabhaksah* cannot be taken as 
a mere reference to one of the two members f. e., to the eating 
as apart from the firat . ++ Ae 205 
The sentence ‘ rashatkartuh prathamabhakrah* cannot he construed 
as That which is the cating hy the Vashathartr should be the 
trst 5 . +. oe om 
The cause of ‘ being first” is not the ‘eating, but the « 
with the lashatkarty~ = — res . 
In the sentence in question what is already enjoined by other means 
is the action of * Vashatkara, and the eating is not so already 
onjoinoc .. ad 90 ats 
Conclusion: The meaning of the sentence is that 
Vashatkartr priest, which is to be done first 
performing the Vashatkara, and the eating by 
which is indicated by the name of his cup, is an additional one to 
which he is entitled fe y y 


The | ‘ashatkartr Priest is entitled to two eatinga F 


connection 


Adhikarana (1 1). The actions of 
Persons to the eating of Soma F ar y 
Visayarālyu : ‘Havirdhanz grivabhirabhisutya, Ghavaniyé hutva,.. å 
sadasi bhakssan bhaksayanti` s ore 22 
Question (not stated): Does this Sentence enjoin the actions of 


ishara and Homa? or only the Eating to be dono in conse- 
ence of the performance of those acts ? 


Homa and Abhishara also entitle 


debe bela (not stated): They lay down the two actions them. 
Selves aA sie ole 90 
Niddhinta: ‘The actions themselves, along with all ac 


cessories, 
© present sentence mentions 
w of Soma, which is what is 


having heen enjoined elsewhere, th 


them only as grounds for the eatin 
enjoined here “A ne 85 es 84 
he sentence cannot he taken as laying down only the order in which 
e stione of (1) Abhisharg (2) Homa and (3) Eating have to be 
The 5800 is implied by the very nature of the actions themeelves $ 
0 jne are mentioned in the sentence for showing that the 
anq is done by the persons who have performed thoso actions.. 
Adhikarana (12). The Vash 
i atkartr a 
Soma gue Tt ae 155 nd the rost should eat the 
Visayavakya: Frgitu hotuccamasah th rodgatrnam ° 
fay i “> pra brahm 
Question : Should the Performers of the Homa, es ee 
the Vashatkara eat out of the cups Mentioned in the sentence Diss 
Piirvapaksha < “The said performers should not eat out of the 
specified cups” 


Siddhanta : Thoy should eat out of the said cups 


The sentence ‘ Praitu, ete.’ ig not meant to he preclusive of others 
The sentence only declares 


8 z the connection of the particular cups 
with the particular priests Ny wi a 
Sūtra (24) omitted hy the Vartite i 


. +. 


Adhikarana (13). The first eatin 


Question: When several Priests e 
Priest shonld eat first ? A 


g is by the Hotr Priest 3 
at ont of the same vessel. which 
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Parvapaksha: The first eating should bo by the Adhvaryu, who 
is holding the cup at the time that the offerings are finished : 
Siddhante : The Hotr should eat the Soma first, as indicated by the 
words of the Mantra . T nig 22 77 

The Mantra— Erë. vadanti .... hotuçcit pūrvē haviradyam āçata ` 
distinctly shows that the first eating is done by the Hotr 

The text ‘ Vashatkartuh prath-mabhaksah ’ declares the same fact— 
the Vashatkartr being one of the Hotr priests 12 oa 

The order of sequence of the actions entitling the Priests to the 
eating also points to the same conclusion, the performing of the 
Vashatkara being the first to be mentioned, and it is a function 
of the Hotr a oe ain ots Fa 


Adhikarana (14). -The eating should be done on Invitation 

Question : Should each priest eat the Soma after invitation has 
been extended to him ? or is no invitation required ? 75 

Piirvapaksha : No invitation is necessary ” ee oe 

Siddhanta: Invitation is absolutely necessary, in view of the 
Direct Declaration Tasmat somo nanupahiitena peyah’ Se 

This Adhikarana only serves the purpose of introducing the next 
Adhikarana * 


Adhikarana (15). The invitation to eat Soma should be accorded 
to the priests in the words of the Veda ee 


Question : By what words should the invitation be conveyed ? 95 
Parvapakesha (not stated): „It may be conveyed by any words 
one likes’ 


siddhanta: The invitation should be conveyed always by the words 
` of the Veda; these words being the first in the Mantra Upahita 
upahvayasra ’ 


The invitation should not be conveyed by words of ordinary 
parlance .-- „ ee ee oe +e 


Adhikarana (16). The acceptance also of the invitation should be 
by words of the Veda au r% ee si 
Different reading of Sūtra 42 x 303 ae ey 
ou tion: Should the acceptance of the invitation to eat Soma be 
done by Vedic or ordinary words ? 5 an 
pūrvapaksha : It is to be done by ordinary words” .. ne 
Siddhanta: It should be done by the second word in the Mantra 
- upahiita upahvayasva’ ke = y 5 


Adhikarana (17). Invitation is necessary only for those eating 
out of the same vessel i es 255 2 
Question (not stated): Is invitation necessary for all cases ? or only 

for those in which several persons eat out of the same vessel ? 
parvapaksha (not stated): It is necessary in all cases an 
siddhanta : Invitation is necessary only for those eating out of the 
same vessel; as it is only in that case that there is likelihood of 
misunderstanding i ps K ei 
There is no ‘ucchishta’ or ‘impurity’ involved in several persons 
eating Soma out of the same vessel oe a A 


Adhikarana (18). The Sacrificer also should eat the Soma-rem- 
nant oe * we os <i 


18 
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Subject-matter : In connection with the Rtugrahishtz the sacrificer 
ites the Y@jy@ Mantras eet foe © i = 
Ouest Does the reciting of the Yajy@ by the Sacrificer involve 


the performing of the Vashatkara and the consequent Eating of 
Soma also? 38 ae 189 ee 
Pūrvapaksha There is to be no transferring of tho Eating from t 
Hotr to the sacrificer ; as there is no decl 
The text transfers the reciting 


“ It is the Vashatkara, not the 


he 
aration to this effect 
of the Yajya only to the sacrificer ” 
ājyā, that entitles to eating“ 
eating by the sacrificer e 82 
The texts (a) ‘ Svayamushadya yajati’ and (b) ‘anavanan yajati’ 

indicate that the Vashatkara is to be done by the same person 
who recites the Yajya 


And as tho Vashatkiira entitles to eating, 


the sacrificor should do 


tho sacrificor (Sūtra 46) 

his explanation of Sūtra (46) objected to Arti, . 

-Another explanation : The Appointment does not, like the Vashat- 
kāra and tho eating, follow the trend of the Yajya .. 


Adhikarana (19). Th 


e Phalacamasa is a modification of the sacri- 
ficial material i 


Sudject-inatter - In the event of the Jyotishtoma being performed 
a Keattriya or a Vaishya, the sacrificer eats the Phalacamasa 
instead of the Soma +s e —— 

8 halacamasa is a preparation of Vata berries Pounded 

(itestion: Tg the Ph 


alacamasa a material to be offered in 
fice, or only to be enten ? 


Pirvapaksha - “In view (1) of the Direct Declaration that he is 

i amasa for eating,’ and (2) of the fact that 
on of the Phalacamasa is Preceded by that of the 
‘asa must be an object of eating 


with curd 
the sacri- 


on of the Phalacamasa with the s 
based entire] 


aY Upon Context, Whose authorit 

810% 5 Said Direct Declaration ” és + . 

`tddhānta ; The P alacamasa is a material for tho sacrifice; as all 

Phal Acation 18 for the Purposes of sacrifice . 2 
Masa can be related to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, only if it 

© a sacrificial material v = 

Phalacamasa mu 


st be a substitute fo vin 
"© Connection of e e ee 


acrifice should be 
y is inferior to that 


the sacrifice is clearly laid 
he Passage d yadi rajanyam va 
J - -labhiryajayet! oi 
maamai bhaksam prayacchet’ is a mere reference to the 
n in the preceding sentence. 
his exposition of the Siddhanta is open to 


115 Several objections 
sition of the Siddhanta set forth 


“tamasmai bhakeam 

“ct” lay down 8 i joi before ? and (2) Is 

the eatiny enjoined a or an independent 

act, ora 88nctificator sacrifice ? aie 
The eating enjoined cannot be s i 


anctificatory act 


The Phalacamasa, is an auxiliary to the sacrifice 
The Phalacamasa is the material to bo offered i 


n the sacrifice, out 
of the sacrificer’s cup . 
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The cups of the priests would contain Soma is 
The eating cannot be an independent action by itself .. 915 1494 
The eating of Phalacamasa is correlative to the eating of Soma 1195 
Na Somam cannot be a mere reference ae oe — 1494 
Na Somam’ cannot he an Injunction sa Et ri 1494 
Phalacamasa is a substitute for the Soma, as a sacrificia} material 1495 
This is an e of ; t yavadbaranakalnont ? 15 1405 

he same conclusion holds good regarding the poundi EB ə 
3 2 a substitute for Soma ; 8 i . > RE ot Putikū 
The passage Yad@ anyānçcamasān...juhvati’ also indicates that N 

Phalacamasa is a sacrificial material ie oe f 
Because the Phalacamasa is declared to be held up at the same time 1495 

as the other cups, it must be a sacrificia] material 5 1406 
The prohibition * Na Somam’ also indicates that the Phaleamasa is 

to be used in the same way as the Soma 8 } 1496 


Adhikarana (20). The Brühmanas also should eat out of the 
Ksattriya-cups 85 A — 5 7 i 1405 
Visayavakya 3‘ Gatam bralmanah somam bhakeayanti Daçadaçaikām- 8 
camasarupasarpeyuhk* occuring in connection with the Dagapeya 
which is a part of the Rajasiiva 


Sie ON — t 
Question : Is the eating out of the Ksatiriya-cups to be done by t497 
ten Brahmanas or by ten Kasttriyas ? aie 05 A 1497 
Reasons for doubt: If the first part ‘ G/atam brahman&h, etc.’ is an . 
Arthavada, then the eating is to be done by Kesattriyas ; if it is 
an Injunction, then the eating is to be done by Brahmanas 835 1497 
r vapa sa: It is the second part of the sentence Daca, ste.“ : 
that is injunctive, not the first part ‘ Gatam, ete.” : Hence the 
eating out of the Brahmana-cups should be done by Brahmanas, 
and that out of the Ksattriya-cups by Ksattriyas — -. me 1497 
- Three explanations of the word Sdnanyat in Sūtra 52 752 1498 
Siddhanta : The eating out of the Ksatriya-cups should be done by 
nas .. ee oe oe 12 499 
` Gatam brakmanzh bhaksayanti’ is an Injunction - z 1499 
There is nO justification for dissociating the Brahmanas from the 
Ksattriya cups lige 


All the ten cups being occupied by the ten groups of ten 
Brähmanas each, there would be no room for the Rsattripxa 1499 
The above exposition of the Adhikarana (according to the Bhiishya) 

is not accepted by tho! artika as ave p: 1500 
The sentence Gatam brahmanah bhaksayanti’ cannot be taken as 

an Injunction: there are nine objections to it 


‘ g * bee 1501 
Nor can the sentence dacadacaikam, ete.’ be taken as an Artha 
vada EM o Sa 9 TA as a 1501 
< Gatam brahmanah, ete.’ should be taken as an Arthaviida we 1501 
If parties of ten! be meant, then ‘ 2kaikam’ becomes meaningless 1501 
Neither of the two sentences can be taken as an independent 
Injunction = 5 * cf * 1502 
The Adhikarana expounded differently, by the Varlika Ak 1502 
Both the sentences are injunctive i 1302 


Tha sentence ‘ daçadaçaikam, etc.’ is the first to operate as an 
Injunction of the eating to be done by ‘ ten groups of ten each“. 1502 
Then the sentence * Gatam brahmanah, ete.’ comes in to enjoin that 
the ‘hundred’ men consisting of the ten groups of ten’ should 


be ‘ Brahmanas’ aig 1502 


* Qatam brahmanah somam bhakeayanti’ to be construed as ‘ Yat 
catam somam bhakeayanti tad brahmanah’ .. 


Somam here is not significant, it only stands for the material 
used at the sacrifice 5 5 * 1503 
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exl 


is asserted applies to the Phalacamasa also 2 

Mereto N hee declared that there is no impurity attaching to 

Wb ating of Soma; hence Brahmanas and Ksattriyas can eat 

8 the same cup * 3 ee aS 

An of the Phalacamasa also, Which, as a substitute for 
Soma, takes all its properties. 80 


PADA VI, 


ikarana (1). Such Injunctions as that of the Sruva being 
9 0 of Bhatia wood pertain to the original primary sacrifices 
General question: Declarations not found in connection with any 
partipnlanjeacrifica. are. these to be connected with all sacrifices t 
or with the original primary sacrifice only: y E 
Particular examples :—{a) ‘ The Sruva is tobo of Khadies gd: 
(b) * the Juhū is to be of leaves’ a of a 
Pirvapaksha: The declarations should be taken as pertaining to 
all sacrifices ; as they do not occur in the context of any parti- 
cular sacrifice — 
Siddhania : They should 
only 80 te 32 * p j 
The reason for this is that in this way there would be no tepetition 
Reading of Sūtra (2) K id re 25 
Reading of Sūtra (3) He * us 25 
Objection : There would be no repetition > 


The Implicatory Injunction would pertain to accessories, othe: 
than the Sruva a 


Different explanation of Sütras 6 and 7 9 N ‘i 

Objections tu the Siddhanta answered (Sūtra 8) 

The Implicatory Injunction, set aside fron 
to apply to other Accessories alzo 


. 


ppertain to the original primary sacrifice 


1 the Sruva, would cease 


. .. 


Adhikarana (2), 


Exception to the for 
number ‘ sevent: 


egoing Adhikarana]: The 
een’ of the samidheni 


\ 8 pertains to the Modifica- 

tion 6 * ate ee +s * 
Vieayavalya : + Saptadaça sāmidhëniranubrīyāt : 82 on 
Question: Does the 


t : number seventeen ttain to the original 
Primary or to its Modification ? St laa 1 


Ee topaha 725 ae Injunction of the seventeen Sdmidhinis must 
cong AAR kinal e in accordance with the fore- 

The number seventeen is to bo treated as a 
to the number fifteen, which occurs in the 
sacrifice itself 2 £ a 5 * 

Siddhanta: The two numbers cannot bo treated as optional alter- 
natives 


The connection of the number with a sacrifice is based upon its 
helping in the accomplishment of the sacrificial Apūrva x 
The helping of the Apürva can be indicated only by the Context 
The connection of “fifteen ` therefore is more ane 
that of seventeen 


‘ Fifteen’ is more easily and directly recognised than seventeen“ 
as serving the useful purpose of helping the sacrificial Apiirva .. 

‘Fifteen’ belongs to the Samidhznis as well as the Darça-pūrna- 
masa, while ‘ seventeen’ belongs to tho Samidhenis only — 

‘Seventeen’ is precluded from all connection with the original 
sacrifice .. * as 


ee 


n optional alternative 
Context of tho Primary 


ritative than 


1519. 1i 
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With the Modifications, seventeen becomes connected sooner . 

than fifteen’ .- ne — ‘a as 1515 

‘ Fifteen’ is connected with the original sacrifice only .. ais 1515 

Seventeen is connected with the Modifications only a s 1515 

The above presentation of the Siddhanta criticised |. 8 1515 
There appears to be no authority for connecting seventeen with 

the Modifivations, with which also it is ‘ fifteen’ that is connected 1515 


The connection of the Modifications with the Samidhénis them- 
selves is based upon the same Implicatory [Injunction that . 
connects them with ‘fifteen’ .. — Z fs 1516 
‘Seventeen’ can be connected with only those Modifications its i 
connection wherewith is distinctly indicated by tho Context .. 1516 
‘Seventeen’ can heiong only to the Paçu, the Mitravinda, and the 


Adhvarakalpa a om 788 1516 
Seventeen does not belong to all Modifications — we: 1516 
‘ Fifteen’ is connected with a sacrifice through Context 8 1516 
Seventoen is not connected directly with any sacrifice s3 1516 
‘ Renee is connected with the Samidhénis through syntactice! 

connectio s +. 2 yee T 55 Age 1516 
‘ Fifteen’ pertains to the Original Primary and also to those Modi- 

fications with regard to whom there is no direct indication of 

‘ seventeen’ 22 z 38 ee aie 1817 

arana (3). The milking vessel and such accessories pertain 
poni the Original Primary sacrifico 32 A 5 aXe 1518 

Vieayavakya : (1) ‘For the Caiga seventeen Samithenis should be 

et (2) One 235 desires Cattle should fetch water in the 

“13 essel ` ; (3) “ desires HBrahmie glory should have 

milking vessel; (3) 0 who desires glor) have 

the post of Bilva wood’ _ om TA REL m L518 
Question : Do the Naimittika and Kōmya acce:suries mentioned in 

1 lace in the Primary sacrifice. or in the Modifications! 1318 

these find R seventeen cannot be regarded as optional alterna 
‘ Fifteen’ and ‘s . Š 

8 5 ee .. ee os 1518 

tives a0 2 ‘ . 2 

zi > cannot set aside seventeen z 5 * 1519 
‘I es is set aside by tho Kamya 55 z 8178 1519 
The Nitya is set aside by the Naimittika 2 3 1 1519 
The Kamya sets aside the Naimitti xa oe pi Ao 1319 
9 05 Naim itti ka is mentioned in the Sūtra; but the Bhashva ha: 

T eal with the Kamyua only; for a definite reason on ` 8580 1520 
pũruapabeſia n 1 the Nitya and Kamya 
accessories 18 tha ner is for the sake of the sacrifice, and 

the latter is for the sake of Man = 1520 
„ The Kamya . aside the Nitya” s x 1520 
A sacrifice bereft of its Nitya accessories would not be a sacrifice 

aball” eii a soar i * ss 1520 
“The Kamya nere 455 can have no Place in the Primary sacrifice” 1520 
u Tho Kāmya moe nd place in the Modifications * 1520 
The sacrifice always takes up that accessory which is for its own 1520 

sake 7 oe ee z . se + oe oe oe 52 
The Kamya has no footing in that which is for the sake of the r 

sacrifice 8 on 85 ee 1521 
„ Tho Kamya and the Natmittika accessories must find a place in 

the Modifications only 1521 


Siddhān!a : Tho Naimittika always sets asido tho Nitya ` 521 
In the case in question, there is a distinct connection between the 


Naimititka and the performance m 1 vs 1521 
An accessory laid down with reference to a particular result be- 

takes itself to that action which helps in the accomplishment of z 

the sacrifice s a na 1522 
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The very injunction of the Kāmya implies the rejection of the 
Niya Sj T pos } Ti than the “Nitya the 
h the Ka@mya serves a purpose other tya, th 
eee (in the 9255 in question, the fetching of water to which hot!, 
are related) is the same — 0 85 ats + 
The Kamya 2156 leads to the accomplishment of the sacrifice Se: 
The act of fetching water having been accomplished by means ‘ ‘ 
the Kamya (Milking Vessel), there would be no room for the 
Nitya (Cup) 26 AN aie 
The non- employment of the Nitya (Cup), therefore, wor 
any discrepancy in the sacrifice 


Even for the sake of the sacrifice itself, there would he no compet! 
tion between the Nitya (Cup) and the Kamya (Milking Vessel) 

Reasons for regarding the injunction of the Kamya as possessed o! 
authority superior to that of the Nitya 

The fact of the Nitya serving the purpose of the sacri 


an, has no beari 


ild not cause 


fice and the 


In the Modifie 
employed 


The Kamya is to be employed in the Primary sacrifice 


atory sacrifices, 


Adhikarana (4). ‘The Ada (Fire-laying) is not subsidiary to the 
_Pavamana Tshti 98 

1 ahavã ta: © Vaxantz 
Ontext of the J. 
Question: Does th 


Particular or to all sacrifices ? 5 2 
*trvapaksha : “The Fire-laying is connected with the Paramana 
Ishți only.—such being the indication of Direct Declaration. 
Syntactical Connection and Context” od P 2 
Fire: laying, without reference to a sacrifice, would be useless“. 
Siddhanta : Fire-laying is not meant to be an indirect aid to the 


Brahmano qninadadhita ` occurring in the 
avaąamūna Ishti 


o Fire laying belong to tho Pavamūna ti in 


The Fi ification of the Fire a 
Therefore t 


ne purpose of the Paramana Tehti only 
he Laying al : 


80 i ; be for the ‘pose 
T8 the Pavwnina Sals of the Fire cannot be for the purpose 
7 a . “* — — 
ire mana legt not having any results, is for the sake of the 
N oe 88 a es we, 127. 
Adhikarana (5). 


i Fire-laying i 
Question: Is Fire laying RA ig is tor 
ces? = 
re-laying not bein sibs 
particular sacrifice. i g 8 enjoin 


all sucrifices ee e. 
de sake of the Primary sacrijice only — 
5 in the Context of any 
. p: á ‘he Primary sacrifice only” 
i ta; Fire-Jaying 18 for all sacrificex 88 
Fire- laying 13 done in its own time 88 H 
Fire-laying is not laid down as to be done at the time of the perfor 
e 


ection with any particular sacrifice 
It must be for all sacr 


ifices—Primary as well as Modifications 
This statement of the Siddhanta not accepted be the Vartika 
There is no authority for conn 


ecting Fire-laying with any sacrifice 
at all — „ . ae 2 125 a 
Siddhanta Sutra (15) explained differently; Fire laying is not sub- . 
sidiary to any sacrifice ; it is for the sake of the Fire only ? se VAS, 


1213 15 
i 


uu 
to 
—1 


1531 
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It is through Fire that the laying i i i 
. £ : g is connected with all T 
Without Firo-laying, there would be no Ahavaniya Fire e 
of which would render all sacrifices defective : 


sūtra 11.3.2, which goes against this eonclusion 


ve 
meni tor the sake of argument ty only erate: 


Adhikarana (6) The Pavamana Ishti i 
b 5 : gutt should be performed in 
Question: Is the Pavamana Ishti itself to be p erformed i 6: 
5 grated Eis. or 15 he Fire consecrated by that Lahti itself? . 
urvapaksha : Tho Daręa-Pürnamäsa is the Origin i 
ail Tahtis” a 80 5 Origins Pary of 
Like its original, the Darga-Piirnamisa, the Pavamana Ishti also 
should be performed in the Fire consecrated by the Pavamana 
offerings on i ès 8 oe 2257 a 
The Ahavaniya Firo for the Paramãna is to be obtained from the 
Original Primary” .. es 2 5 
»The consecration of Fire for the Paramana b 8 er 
nseer € y means of another 
Pavamāna involves an infinite ich is justi 
the „ N vaih is justifiable under 
Niddhānta : The Pavamāna Ighti is not performed in Fire conso- 
erated by the Pavamina ; because it is performed only for the 
purpose of consecrating the Fire c: +. * 
The Pavamüna is not the accessory of the sacrifices .. . 
The Pavamiina cannot therofore be transferréd from the Original 
Primary to the Subsidiary, like the Prayāja and other accessories 
of the sacrifice os >a se a 
The ArambhaniyG Ishté stands upan e different footin ns 
The conclusions regarding the Arambhaniya are appliesble to the 
Pavamāna also “è 2 8 7 
The Pavamdna only serves the purpose of accomplishing the sacri- 
ficial Fires ee as as a k 
The Pauvamäna could not therefore stand in need of these Fires 
The Pavamana should be performed in Fire, which has passed 
through the simple rites of Laying,’ without being ‘ consecrated ’ 
by the Pavamana Ishti 2 ee ve 


ee 


Adhikarana (7). The Upakarana and other details belong to the 
Agnisomiye animal only Ya 7 i 5 
subject matter: nme, Savaniya and Anubandhya are th 
three animals sacrificed during the Agnishtoma 200 180 of the 
1 egy i z 1 and certain other details are prescribed 
for the par a (previous 5 
animal has 855 brought in ae) day, after tho Agnishomiya 
Question: Are the Opãkarand and the other details meant to bo 
done for all the three animals? or for the Savaniya only? or for 
the Savoye and the Agnisomiya both? or for the Agnisomiya 
only ? ws 8 i 2 ja 
Pūrvapaksha (à) [extraneous to the Siitra): “The Upakarana and 
other details pertain to all the three animals” iS Re 
Differences rogarding Sūtra 18, which necessitate the propoundin 
of the A (80 ten Pürvapaksha 
Parvapksha ( embodied in Sa x gee ae oe 
the Sagan ii only” .. in Sūtra 18): ‘The details pertain to 
Pūrvapakska (C) [which answers Pūrvapaksha (B)]: “The details 
ertain to both the Savani paksha (B)]; a 
Gir ol tho Videvana | Ya and the dgnisomiya” .. . 


The details cannot pertain to the third, the Anubandhya, animal 


1535 
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Page 
- t pertain to the Savaniya is 1539 
Siddhanta : The detain a ‘the Savantya is for another purpose * 1 50 
revious men 5 880 ee * * 
aes explained tive Injunction of the Savaniya? ., * 1540 
What is the Sah Sears avaniya done on the previous day .. * 1540 
Accessories of the 8 tion with Savaniya done on the previous day .. 1541 
Offerings in Kine! 8 ay w 25 1543 
hāshya justi he ‘ ã prit . 1543 
CCC 1543 
Āgneyyā agnidhram =. ae 8 je 4 
Multiplicity of enjoined objects objectionable ac 25 1 
Sutya 3 4 9 a 25 t 1545 
Morning offering „ * aN a 1545 
Mahéndra Hymn 35 a 85 w s 1545 
: ishöcaniva 72 Be 955 Mace 5 
S de Savaniya to the Holding of the Açvina cup 5 1546 
“ Tying of the Rope and Killing transferred by the same sentence 1546 
“ Where several qualifications are mentioned in connection with 
one Action, the injunction of all these is Possible through that i 
action” .. „ “ie +s ee * 
‘ Vakya-bheda’ mentioned in Bhashya explained ae „ 1548 
‘ Kundapayinamayana’ . s. ia — 549 
Vapapracara is the desired accessory meant to be enjoined with 
reference to the Savaniya at the Sutya time as — 1549 
acãra not subservient to Holding of Aęvina cup ae 1549 
Va yam bhidyeta (in Bhashya) means that the sentence could no 
be connected with the other sentence ase 2 1550 
The word ‘ pratah savana’ may be taken as an injunction of the 
time for the Savaniya”’ aie EA 115 as 1550 
© ‘covering of fat’ may be done not b fist, but by a handtul 
of grass’ 2 Os a0 I= R 2 5 1531 
Sūtra 25 Tecapitulates the Siddhanta view 8 00 5 1551 
! Sthana, the details in question belong to the Agnisomiya 
i 00 ‘ KA os . 1551 
Specially as the Sanctification pertaing to that animal 5 
nly Be r 85 te 1551 
251 50 anta, supported by * Linga’ and « Sthana’ is more author- 
tive than the Pirvapaksha which ig supported by P rakarana’ 
+. ee oe Ae oe * 1551 
where the modificator a i 
ct the details of the 
The ta the Strength of A i en E me z a oe 1552 
satan’? clearly india? chat aranti, purodigtna madhyandin2 
only the joint Deity Agne he Purodaca-offering can sanctify 
From this it follows that the detail and not Agni alone : 1552 
which is dedicated to Agni Sor. Pertain to the Agnisomiya (that 
Savaniya (which is dedicaas S? 8 . e 1553 
Objection : * The i y ap 22 
ji of the avaniya anne 1 be meant for covering the 
Ag J 1 teated by the text“ Sushiro va 
A Aafa he Pu odara pidhānārthopi HSE 1553 
newer’ The Purodāça is not enjoine + 5 oS 
the sentence quoted ig an Arthavads ae sre i 1553 
Adhikarana (8). Th 


© fetching of th B d h other 

details belong to both Milkinge i 2 * P ù 5 1554 
Subject-matter : There are two Milkings, i ni 

another in the Evening: there are certain details laid down in 
connection with Milking, such as Fetching of the Tree-branch and 
so forth .. eo. ig 5 *. T 
Question: Do these details belong to only one Milking or to 
both) . i 


1 ja 1554 
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Purvapaksha: “The details, laid down in connection with the 

Previous Day, must belong to the Evening Milking only ss 

Siddhanta: The details belong to both Milkings Sef PUTTS ee 

The 5 of ‘previous day only days down the time for the 
0 ee ee ome 4 


Adhikarana (9). The Sadana (seating) and other details belong 
to the three Savanas ae te Lee B 
Subject-matter: In connection with Morning, Midday and Evening 

- Savanae of the Jyotishtoma, at which certain vessels are used, in 
connection with which such details as seating, cleaning and so 
forth are laid down .. a ie ais ae 
Question Do those details belong to those Vessels only that are 
used at the Morning Savana ? or also to those used at the other 
two Savanas ? C ove 22 .. ès 
Pūrvapaksha : ‘‘ They belong to the vessels used at the Morning 
Savana only, in direct connection with which they are pres- 


cribed”™ .. ae P TA oe a 
Siddhanta: The Details belong to all the three Savanas sn 
As all the three fall within a single Context- „ . 


Adhikarana (10). The threefoldness of the Rope pertains to all 
Animals + 85 oe p 22 
Subjeot· matter The Rope tied round the sacrificial Post is declared 
to be. threefold and made of beaten grass in connection with the 
Agnisomiya Animal; and the Tying of the Rope is mentioned 
in connection with Savaniya animal oe — 275 
Question: Do the qualifications of threefoldness and being made of 
beaten grass refer to the Agnisomiya animal only or to all the 
Animals ? os os ws e a 
Piirvapaksha: The qualifications of the Rope pertain to the 
Agnisomiya animal only; as they are mentioned in connection 
with that only” ` .. ae : RA 205 
Siddhanta : The qualifications belong to all the animals 
These qualifications pertain to all Ropes .. oe 
The Rope is not a direct subsidiary of the animal 


Adhikarana (11). The Amen and the Ad&bhya are connected 
with the Sädana .. 55 5 = a 
Subject matter: Amçu and Adabhya aro vessels prescribed in connec- 
tion with the Jyotishtoma ; and there are certain details pres 
cribed in connection with the vessels used at the Jyotishtoma .. 
Question A Are the Amçu and the Adabhya connected with those 
ətuiis ? eo oe a 3 va R 
Pūrvapaksha : ‘‘ The details in question have no connection with 
the Amen and the Adabhya” ~,, w oe 7 
Siddhänta. The Amgu and the Adabhya are connected with the 
details,—these latter being prescribed for all vessels used at the 
Jyotishtoma os Ss se .. * 
The case in question is not analogous to that of the Mattravaruna. . 


Adhikarana (12). The Qirint and other bricks belong to the 


ire oe +e DA xs * ` 
Subject · matter Oitrin and Vajrint are bricks mentioned apart 
from the context of any sacrifice TEE as 8 
Question: Are Mgao bricks connected with 88 5 ire ? 7 
vapakea: They are not connected with the Fires . i 
Saddhanta : The said bricks arə connected with the Sacrificial Fire 
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Adhikarana (13). The Mana and the Upavaharana belong to the 
Soma only. 88 oe 8 D +. 
Subject-m;, AA i rājanyan va vaiçyam va yūjayčt sa yadi 
p ieee n wyagrodhastibhth +++ .famasmat bhakaam 
Prayacchénna Somam then such details as Mana, Upavaharana, 
Keaya, Abhishava, and the like are prescribed 85 12 
Question: Do these details pertain to the Soma only ? or to its 


.. 


substitute, t amasa also ? 5 a 8 
Purvapakea : Aae ddl f to both the Soma as well as the 
halacamasa” 


Siddhanta : sition ot Phalacamasa for Soma does not 

stand on 5 Tooting as the substitution of Yava for ret 15 

© details of the Soma are related to the Apürva of the Jyotish 
_ toma An TA 555 2 * es 
Soma, not Phalacamasa, ig the essential factor in J yotishioma S 

e substitution of 8878 does not mean the entire exclusion of 
rp; oma from the sacrifice u oo hs 3 

ie substitution of Phalacamasa for Soma is only for the single 

Purpose of being eaten by the Ksattriya or the Vaigya 2 2 
Soma is absent only from the cup of the Sacrificer 272 

1e details in question are appurtenant to the Soma only r 
The details to the Phalacamasa are to be employed in the same 

manner as to the Soma, such connection being implied „ 
Pha nenmasn can take only those details connected with the Soma 


which are just sufficient to accomplish the sacrifice—not those 
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to the Ukthya and other Terminuses? .. - m 
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accessories as the entire Jyottshtoma itsolf ” Be Y 1871 
2 +» Because Vedic texts speak of tho Terminuses being as related 
to the Context as the Jyotishtoma e. g., (a) * Yadyagaishtome 
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Disposal of Butter” SF eo per on | sa 3 
(b) * * Agndyamojamagnishtoma Glabheta Aindragnamukthy? dviti 
which indicates that all tho accessories are cqually 


1570 
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The exact signification of this second text discussed ae 1 1573 
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Connection of the Terminuses with the J yotishtoma discussed 185 
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Difference of Agnishtoma from other Terminuses j 
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Objection : «lf the Siddhānta view sap correct, the Acces $ 
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Si arvapalsea of the next Adhikarana]:— The Place and Time 


the 


el TANTRA-VARTIKA. 


prescribed belong to the Primary as also to the Subsidiarie 
Altar is the place for sacrifice; therefore the Altar and its 
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bhimreet, ete., si 

Question : Does this Touchin 
or to the Subsidiaries also! š 855 . e 275. 

Piirvapaksha: “ The Touching belongs to the Primary sacrifice 
only ” (Sūtra 8} $5 ais e „ at 
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because of the ‘p; bes payment for services, which cannot 
to the Master (Vide 10.2. 23) 2 -> 

The AA tobe taken as resting on the Bhāvanā connected 
with the said ‘ payment for services’ 
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Adhikarana (9), The number of Priests engaged at sacrifices is 
limited 2 


5 ae = + 5 
— Question: If the Subsidiaries are be to done through a 
is this number of persons to be 80 employed limite 


Pirvapakea : “t There can be no restriction in the number of Priests 
to be employed 7 


Siddhanta : There should be only as many performers as there are 
actions with names connected with the names of performers p5 

According to 2.2.22, the name of an action serves to differentiate it 
from others 

On the same princi 


le the names of actions should differentiate 
their performers a 80 


The number of Priests should therefore be the same as that of the 
names of Actions sis te * n y% 

As the name of actions after their performers is found in their 
originative Injunctions, there can be no incongruity in their 
Serving to differentiate the performers Si wi 

veral appointments could not be made with regard to one and the 

same person 32 as ae e 

Because all appointments are laid down as simultaneous 

Bhāūsya criticised 2 v7 


Se 


Adhikarana (10). The Camasadhvaryus are distinct priests . 
Subject-matter : The Camasadhvaryus mentioned in connection with 
the Jyotishtoma ste 85 + t p 
Question : Are, or are not, the Camasādhvaryus distinct from the 
Adhvaryu, the Hotr, the Brahma and other priests ? ve 
Pūrvapaksa : As they are called Adhvaryu, the Camasadhvaryus 
must be the same as the Adhvaryu priest, only as related to the 
sigamasas, Cups” 3 5 es 92 p Ee 
dhainta : parate name Camasadhvai yu’ clearly indicates 

from the others 


Te appointed also separately from the others 
Ado karaga (ii) There should be a plurality of Camasadhvaryus 
Pirvapakes 1 . 1 one Camasadhvaryu, or many ? 

6a: ere g ” 
Siddhānta : They mare uo be one 


ey must be səy 


; eral; as the originative injunction 
contains the plural forms « 


Camasadhvaryavah’ 
Adhikar ana (12), The number of Camasadhvaryus should be Ten 
Question: What should be the number of Cam aakdhvacyus? k 
Ptrvapaksa : There eing no particular number prescribed, they 
should be three only, according to 11,1,43 = 15 
1 a — should be Ten; because in connection with the 
Dacapéya sacrifice, Which is a Modification of the Jyotishtoma, 
they are referred to ag« Ten 
The number of Cups, Ca 


S ees E oi 
masas, is Ten; this also indicates 
same number for the Can — ae 


astdhvaryus 
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Priests .. ee ee os TA Ha 

Question: Is the Gamitr included among the Principal Priests ? or 
is he distinct won them ? Wed b = . He 

Pūrvapakea : “ o 1a mentioned by a distinct name · Qamitp’ 
he Must be distinct from ths others 5 s: g p 

Siddhanta : He is not distinot from the others; because the name 
‘ Gamitr’ does not appear in the originative Injunction ; 


Adhikarana (14). The Upaga Priest is not distinct from the 
others ee ‘is me 4 8 a. 

Subject-matter : The sentence Nadhvaryurupajapet’ prohibits the 
duties of the Upaga being performed by the Adhvaryu He 

Question: Are the duties of the Upaga to be performed by one of 
the Principal Priests other than the Adhvaryu ? or by a totally 
distinct priest ? ee «js 825 88 = 

Siddhanta : They should be performe 1 by one of the Principal 
Priests (with the exception of the Adhvaryu) tng 


Adhikarana (15). The Seller of Soma is distinct from the Priests 
Question: Is the Soma-seller one of the Priests, or distinct from 
them ? 8 .. oe aie =e oe 
Parvapaksha: ‘‘The Soma-vendor must bo one of the Principal 
Priests, as he is mentioned along with them” se 
Siddhanta : The Some-vendor is a totally different person 


dhikarana (16). The namo * Rtrik’ is not applicablo to all the 
A persons engaged in a sacrifice ., i pe 325 me 

Question: Are all the persons engaged in the porformance of a sacri- 
fico to be called ‘ Rtviks’ ? or only some of them? .. we 

Pirvapaksha: ‘‘The term Rtvik’ literally means one who per- 
forms sacrifices at appointed times; and as such is applicable to 
all persons engaged in the performance of a sacrifice ” nits 

siddhanta: Tho Vedic declaration + Saptadaca rtvijah’ distinctly 
precludes the application of the name / Rtrik’ to persons other 
than the Seventeen „ ee 2 8 

Persons other than the Seventeen cannot be regarded as , function- 
ing towards the accomplishment of the sacrific’ 

Being appointed cannot be the differentia of the * Rivi’ 

The application of the name Rtvik’ is dependent, not upon its 
etymological meaning of Performing sacrifices at atated times,’ 
but on certain sanctifications, such as appointment.’ ‘facet: 
of the sacrificial fee,’ and go forth receiving 


These two conditions are fulfilled on} by ee 28 
The real denotation of the term Reine implica fee de — 
ee a aaan ficos at stated times, (2) ca ability “ot 
performing sacrifices,’ (3) * being obtained by appointme b. * 
(4) rir saae =. Rob, jem’ 1 nt.“ and 
‘ aracter o C, „ . 2 
e not created by Ap dint a dught about by Vedic study 
Denotation of the name . — * ss 
At the Sattra, all the performers eet Rec 
No ‘ appointment’ of, or « Fees’ to Pie a ERS 
The phrase Seventeen Rtvika' ref at the Satira > 


A > D ers to perso 8 
previonsly ascertained to Possess the Anadis pes 508 bena 


sacrifice, and who have been obtai $ > 
and Feen ee manned by means of Appointinent 


20 


oer 
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‘ Varana’ (Appointing) and Bharana’ (rewarding) of Priests are 
equivalent to obtaining’ es es ia CRY Ge 
The declaration of Seventeen Priests’ cannot be taken ag singling 
out 17 from among the rest 


The declaration serves the purpose of restricting the name Rtvik’ 
to the seventeon persone oni 


Adhtikaranu (17). trated and the other Priostes :uentioned slung 
wile Initiations and Sacrificial Feer make up the Seventeen 
riests’ .. 


Question : Who are the porgons referred to by the phrase Seventeen 
Priests’ + 

Piirwapaksha : ** Ay 
be regarded as 

Siddhanta : The 
of certain 

unis Co-ord 


` ay poruon employed at she original sacrifice muy 
included among the seventeen asi 4 PO 
number Fr Piata is limited by the Co-ordination 
persons with certain sacrificial details pac 
ination is expressod in the sentence laying 
order in which Sacrificial Fees are to be paid + os 
In this Connection the Priests are only the Brahma and other 
Principal Priests, and not tlie minor ones : Sacre 
The Initiation also is laid down for the Principal Priests only 
Denotation of the title * Rtvik’ is based upon the performance of 
sacrifices at stated times’ as done by the said Priests 


Adhikarana (18). 
Priest Ae . ee 2 * Qn 
Subject-matter: Only Sixteen Priesta are mentioned in connection 
with the Sacrificial Fees and the Initiations; other persons mon- 
tioned in conn ction with the sacrifice are Wande Sadasyas 
(assembled guests), (2) the Yajama@na (Master of the Sacrifice) 

und (3) the Camasadhy 2 
Question: Who is the + 
Pirvapaksha : Tue 


down the 


It is the Master who makes up the Seventeenth 


Sadasya renders services similar to those 
he other sixteen Priests, hence it is the Sadasya that 
should ba the Seventeenth ” 22 = $ 

- Mastor is the Seventeenth Priest 
The Siddhanta d 


dos not mean the entire exclusion of the Sadasyu 
from the sacrifice as 


pointed,’ the Master fulfils all the other conditions 

of * Priest-hood ' 8 

ppointed, has nos 

rmance .. 

T re only to witrizas 

rhe appointment of the Sada 
of an Injunction to that effect 

The assertion by the Bhashya 


$ that ‘there ia no Sadasya’ is much 
too aweeping; and has no meaning a 


pecial function in con- 
the sacrifice sd iis 
əya is purely formal. in fulfilmont 


— 


Adhikarana (19). (A) The Fire belongs to the Original Sacrifice 
a4 well as its Modifications (B) The act 


ions named after particular 
priests are to be performed by those priests : 


Subject-atter : Employment of things governed by Name > on 

Quantion (a): As regards Sacrificial Actions, may all the actions be 

done by any of the Prieats ¢ or is there any restriction regarding 

e actual performers ¢ 100 «x — p 

/ ee ws (BI: As stated by Bhäshys to vo embodivd in 
Sūtra (39)1 All ths Priests may perform all tho sotions, am 
aut any restriction; as they are all appointed ‘or the purpose o 
accompliehing the Saerifies“ .. oa 5 * 
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(Directing) are to bo done jointly by the Maitrüvsruga Priest 
Vieayavakya: ‘Tasman māürävarunah présyate canuoaha 9 
which mentions the two actions of Reciting and Directing foun j 
to be named respectively ' Adh varyara. and Hautra after the 1651 
Adhvaryu and the Hotr Priest respectively "* the two 

Question : Does the sentence preclude the indications of the 
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names in all cases of Recitin 
cases ? 


g and Directing, or in only some 
3 citi 7 recti: to be done by 

rvapahsſia All Recitings and all Direct ingo are t : 

5 MaiteRGarana Priest, and the Direct Declaration sets aside 
tho indications of the names in all cases .. e. 

Siddhanta: The sentence quoted applies only to the caso, of gue 
Reciting of the Puronuvakya, which is accompanied by directiv 
words 25 


The sentence does not apply to all Recitings and Diractings 
‘Tho sentence occurs in connection with the Puronuvaky& only 


The Puronuvakya verses end with the imperative word ‘ yaja’ 
The Puronuakya has 


& mixed character, being recitable and also 
containing directions 


It could not therefore be done either by the Adhvaryu or by the 
Hotr 9 


Tho Puronuvākyč-recitin 


oe 


e Puronuvakya. as he is specifically men 
tioned in connection w 5 


Adhikarana (23). The Camasa-homa is to be done by the 
Adhvaryu .. a ete 1 
Question: Is the Camasa homa to be performed by the Cama- 
Pune or 95 the Adhvar u? . .. 2 
W vapa “On account i $ a , 
all to Actions therein in ak e ane 

are to be 


done by th ana, Asidana and Homa 
Siddhanta + oz, e Camasādhvryu : 
2 Spoken of j i ith the Camasās 
© Camasãdhvar 15 n connection with the Cam = 
the Adhvaryy jo de Can act for the Adhy 


aryu, only in cases where 
18 unable to do the Homa `. 


Adhikarana 24). 
Several Priestg 


The Gyena and the Vajapeya are performed by 
ect. matter: Th 


i © ỌÇyöna sacrifi ibed i iudgūātra sec- 
tion a au ce prescribed in the Audg 
uestion a Aro al bes & prescribed S the Adhvaryava section he 
Vajapey all Actions Connected with the Cyéna and t 5 
ively 2 or are b; 85 by the U @tr and the Adhvaryu respect- 
Pirvapaksha pu Ate to be done y several Priests? aa 
done by th actions onected with the Gyena are to b 
are to be done by the aan von ons connected with the Vajapeya 
Siddhanta : he Cyéna should 1 75 
The Names of the 


Subsidi Performed by several Priests 
Kantakavitodang 1 are not set aside by the Primary 


Adhikarana (1). Tho Purch 
Exception to Indications by Name ne 77 ie 
Subject-matter: The Purchasing of priestly services mentioned 

among Adhvaryava’ acts * a 22 ee 
Question: Is the purchase of Soma to be done by, the Master of the 
sacrifices ? or by the Adhvaryu and the other Priests ? 2 2 
Piirvapaksha: Tho Purchase is to be dono by the Adhvaryu, nt 
the imploration by the Yaj 


jamãna, tho Master 
`iddhanta: Mere Imploration by 


nanced by Veda ee 


aso is to be done by the Master . 


the Yajamana is not counte 
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Firat explanation defective “a 2 8 es 
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ion the Sūtra embodies a distinct Adhikarana 
82 e details, appearing like Purificatory Rites. 
sena 1 5 as to be performed by the Priests, o. g., the Red 
Tur and so forth < .. 43 405 
e Do these detail“ pertain to all Priests ? or only to the 
onn with whose name their injunctive text is connected f 2*5 
Přrvapaksha : “ Tho details pertain to the one Priest with whose 
name their Injunction is connected: The «Re 
to the Udgatr” 0 
itosntaha Ri tvija +. ae Wes EM 
7 Sacher he Red Turban ond other details pertain to all Priests 


Adhikarana (5). Desire for Rain bolongs to tho*Master 
Visayavakya : Fadi kamay2t varshet parjanyah, etc., . .- 
Question: To whom does the desire for this minor result, Rain 

pertain ? to the Priest or to the Master !? 
Pirvapakeha ; 
Adhvaryu ” 90 ag be oe 
Siddhanta : The minor roxult also pertains to the Master 
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such as in the text ‘ Udga 7 


tā ūtman? va yam kimam kāmayeta, ete.’ 
Adhikarana (6). 
Master 8 


1 Turban’ pertains 


— 


“The desire for minor results pertains to the 


Mantras beginning with « 

Subject-matter ; Such 
uestion: Are th 
Priests? |, 

Pirvapaksha + « 
Adhvaryu, who be 

n The Benedictory Mantras 

r 

The Mantras į uestion oc G : 

recital by the Master Seeur along with 


Ayurda* belong to the 


i nè Guurme dhh,ꝭe 
© Mantras to be recited by the Master or by the 


e sake of the Master ” .. 
re to be recited by the 


others which are to he 
Adhikarana (7). The Mantra mere: a 
_Tecited by the Priests after wha ontioned in two sections is to be 
Subject matter: Tho Mantra « Pana Odo sections are named 
. and he Yajamāna sections” ete.’ occurring in the 
Question: Is the antra f . ase +. 
Adhvaryu and the Yajamana y oF option euivintly by both the 

or always by the Adhvaryu alo Y. by one or tho other! 


only ? e. at ne ? or always by the Yajamāna 
Siddhanta: It is to be reci 


jams cited by both th 
Yajaman 
It cannot be recited b 


d by the Master only iah 
The use of the reciting of the Mantra b 


: y the Yajamana lies in ita 
being a means of exam 


ining the doings of the Adhvaryu 
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Siete The Ignorant person is not spoken of in connection with 
sacrificial performances 
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Adhikarana (13). 


Karana-Mantras ask for results accruing to the 


Master 22 oa aie 2 ani 
ject-matter: The Mantra‘ Mamagré varco ete.’ ~ es 
ieee Is the ‘glory’ asked for in the Mantra meant for the 
Prieat or for the Master ? * 94 aif . 
Piireapaksa Tho glory accrues to the Priest reciting the 
Mantra ste 
Siddhanta : 1 


he glory accrues to the Master 
Benedictions are subsidiary to the Principal action 
-Anvadhana of Fire not done by the Master 


All benedictions pronounced by Priests are meant for the Master. 


\dhikarana (14). Resu 
(Exception to foregoin 


lta affecting actions belong to Priests 


) g Adhikarana) . 
Fubj ect. matter: The Mantra + Agnavisni etc.’ which speaks of * not 
ke me hot a Te ae he 
ton: Does the result— not making hot’—pertain to the 
saster or to the Priest reciti 


h ng the Mantra ? 5 8 a 
urvapakse : (embodied ; $ ding Adhi.) * 
Siddha, 80 ied in the Siddhanta of preceding 


i such results as affect the Actions pertain to the 
Priest Ag ae te eh * 115 
cause such is distinotly mentioned . 8 5 
Ad 
erana (15). Purification of Materia 


i : ials pertains to Primary 

This Adhi ones a 88 in zi ai he 
sani, al iddhë 2 . 

Purification ot Materials . iad X 8 3 ae 


Adhikarang 1 


5 ). Accessory Details eculiar to the Primary are 

Subjecs Micablo to the Modifications 8 iAP Soe E 

OA k 107 * Sacrificial details z: Fe — * 

Pirvapak eal accessory details apply to the Modifications eee 

aeo a All Accessory details are applicable to Modifications 
Siddhānta The de 


Modification. tail peculiar to the Primary cannot apply to the 

Bhiisya explained : ee ate 225 8 
Adhikarana (17) vidhrti ; 

0 : t P 

janiya grass . ti and Pavitra to be made of Paribho- 

Subject-matter : Making of Pavitra and Vidhu . sia 

: dhrti 

Question Aro these to be made of 5 

altar? or of some other grasg Se aya m ean for api 

Pūrvapaksa : The 

ing on the altar“ 

Siddhanta : They 


eading on the 
y are to be made of the grass meant for spread- 


are to be made of the Paribhojaniya grass 


Adhikarana (18), 
should be kept in i 

Subject-matter : * Purodacacakalan, ete.’ 5 
Question: Is the *cake-pisce’ cut out of the 


It is the Cake ete. of the 


Original Sacrifice that 
Original Saorifice ? or from elsewhere ? a 

Parvapakea ` The pieces « to be obtained from elsewhere” - 

Siddhinta: Tie pieces should he obtained from the cake used 
at the orig:ca! Primary Sacrifk 


ee 


cake used at the 
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Adhikerana (19). Thes 
pal Action — or +e 
Visayavakya: * Fajnãtharvana vasi kamya ietayah ete.’ T 
Question: The * Quietness’ of Upämçu—does it pertain to Primary 
only—or to Subsidiaries also? ae .. z 
Pirvapakea : The Quietness is to be observed in all sacrifices” .. 
Siddhanta : It is meant for the Primary only 


pecification of Unāmçu pertains to Princi- 


oe ee 


Adhikarana (20). At the subsidiary of the Qyéna simple Butter 
should be used in place of Clarified Butter.. 


ae oe 
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ries ? .. oe 855 22 
Pirvapeakea : It is to be used at the Cyéna itself 80 
Studhanta : It is to be used at the Subsidiaries of the Cyena 
Objections answered .. ee ve +s 


Adhikarana (21). Simple Butter is used for Clarified Butter at ali 
Subsidiaries of the Gyéna 8 2 5 AS 8 
Vieayavakya (same as in foregoing Adhikarana) a oe 
‘Question: ls the Navanita to be used at all Subsidiaries or only at 
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of the Sutyé ” oe a aa ais os 
Siddhanta~. It is to be used at all Subsidiaries of the Cyéna 85 


Adhikarana (22). Only Savaniya offerings consist of flesh es 
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‘Savaniy@ only ? or at all offerings ? 


Pirvapakea : It is to be offered in all offerings 9 


oe oa 
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TANTRA-VARTIKA 


OP 


KUMARILA BHATTA. 


ADHYAYA I. 
PADA II. 
TREATING or- THE ARTHAYADA. 
9 
ADHIKARANA (i). 
(On the authority of the Arthavada passages.) 


Aphorism (1): “The purpose of the Veda lying in the laying 
down of actions, those (parts of it) which do not serve that 
purpose are useless ; and in these is the Veda non-eternal.” 


The authority of the Veda with regard to Dharma having been estab- 
liahed all round, the Aphorisms now proceed to explain the uses of Injuno- 
tions, Arthavddas and Mantras (the three parts of the Veda), ; 

. The foregoing Pada (dealt with in the Glokavartika) has established 
the authority of the Veda in general; and the author now proceeds to deal, 
with the authority of the various portions of the Veda, taken 5 
Or, it may be, that having ascertained the authoritative character of the 


[Pirie I has been dealt with by the author in his Qlokavértike, which has been trana- 
lated for this Series—Nos, 965 et seg.) 


1 
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Veda, the author now proceeds to explain the usefulness, with regard to 
Dharma, of the whole of the Veda, consisting of Vidhis (Injunctions), 
Arthavadas (valedictory passages), Mantras and Names, each of these being 
considered separately with reference to its own specific uses. 
Now then, on this point we have the following PURVAPAKSHA! :— 
“ Having begun with the declaration that ‘the nature of Dharma 
“lies in a purpose having the Veda for its sole authority,’ it has been 
“shown that the means of knowing that Dharma is the Injunction ; 
i and the final conclusion arrived at (in the foregoing Pada) was that the 
objects of Injunctions were laid down for the purpose of Actions. This 
“clearly shows that the said authority belongs only to the Injunctions and 
“the Prohibitions (contained in the Veda). Consequently Dharma or 


st Adharma cannot be pointed out by any words other than these (In- 
“ junctions and Prohibitions). 


“It has also been ex 

e SA eons that which has not been known before. Therefore it 

may be that due authority bel i i pe. 
EE n Prat y be ongs to the passages included in the Injun 


‘ey may be independent of all human 
xpressive, yet they cannot have any author- 
nd Adharma ; for the simple reason that they 
h regard to these ; specially as when taken in 
these passages do not point out anything (with 


: harma); and as such their uselessness with 
em 18 quite patent. k : 
means of some 


“ regard to th 
“ If, by 


“of such passages). It j with regard to Dharma and Adh 
“hended (in is only that Sentence which has been duly compre- 
a definite se P 

meanings, b Tek 
A A b an ai and other modifications ; consequently the 
“ have two (contrary) orodit’ (He wept’), it may be taken to 
“weep; and (2) since eren , (1) since a great man wept, we ought to 
“ to try our best to avoid th great men are subject to such disorders, we ought 
“as to whéther the 5 N And thus inasmuch as we are unable to decide 
“tion (of weeping), i¢- 6°18 to be taken as an Injunction or as a Prohibi- 
1 any way help us to definitely ascertain 

1 The View of the opponent, 
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“the character of weeping, —as to whether it is Dharma or Adharma. On 
“ the other hand, it is quite clear that weeping is opposed to direct scriptural 
“ injunctions (which lay down the necessity of auspicious actions, while 
“ weeping is distinctly inauspicious). Then, again, the passage in question ia 
“also clearly opposed to direct Sense-perception (inasmuch as it speaks of 
“the tears being silver, while as a matter of everyday perception, we find 
“ the tears to be liquid and quickly evaporating). It may be urged that they 
„ gerve to describe a certain state of things; but though they may be quite 
“ true in this, the description does not serve any useful purpose; and as 
„such the uselessness of such passages (with regard to Dharma) remains 
ec unchanged. 

“Similarly, such passages as ‘the smoke alone of the fire during 
“the day, &., are untrue, even in their direct significations, as we shall 
“ point out later on. 

As for the fact of these Arthavada passages being taken in connection 

-— “ with other direct Injunctions, this only serves to spoil their own natural 
forms; and for such interpretation, too, there is no authority. Taken vy 
“ themselves (i.e. even apart from any Injunctions) these passage are 
“capable of giving some sense; and so long as they do point ont something 
“ definitely, the mere fact of their being useless (with regard to Dharma 
“ and Adharma) cannot justify our saddling upon them other implications, 
“ which may serve certain purposes (with regard to Dharma), but which 
“ ave not capable of being cognised directly (by means of the said passages). 
„For when we come across a piece of stone, the mere fact of its being 
“useless cannot justify the assumption that we have seen a mass of gold. 
“Jt is a rule with all means of right notion that they point to facts that 
‘Save directly amenable to themselves—be they either useful or useless ; 
“ and it is in accordance with this that-they are held to lead to such results 
„ as the acceptance of that which is useful, the avoidance of that which is 
„ harmful, and the neglect of that which is useless. [This diversity would 
“ not be possible if they always pointed to useful things] when acceptance 
„would be the only result. And again, it is only after the means of right 
“notion has appeared (and poiuted out its object), that we can ascertain 
“ ite usefulness or uselessness; and certainly this ascertainment does not 
“ couatitate the source of that means. Consequently, the usefulness or the 
„ useleseness of a thing must be ascertained with reference to itself, as 
goon as it comes to be cognised; aud there is no such rule as that only 
‘‘nseful things should be cognised. Even in a case where the means of 
“ knowledge (the Eye for instance) is absolutely at the person’s command, 
“ such a rule is not possible; how, then, can it be applied to the case of sper 
„things as are only cognisable by means of the Veda, which is eternal, 95 
“ has not been composed by an author? Nor has it been ascertained that 
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“the Veda points out only useful things; in fact, this is what we are cdusi- 


“ dering now—what the Veda has got to say with regard to such and such 


da thing; and having ascertained this we shall be able to act up to its 
“ direct declarations ; consequently we cannot, at this stage of the enquiry, 
“ raise any extraneous questions with regard to the Veda—such, for in- 


“ stance, as does the Veda speak of useless things P—If so, what is the use 


“of studying it and retaining it in memory? Because in the matter of 
the Veda, all men are mere interpreters; and as such they are all depen- 
dent 


upon it; and it is only after the Veda has been duly studied, that 
‘ there arises an occasion for examining its contents; no one can ever com- 


“mence such examination, without having previously fully studied the 
Veda. And when, subsequently, 


he does come to examino it, his previous 

“study does not help him in arrivi 
“the Veda, without comprehending its meaning; as we have shown in the 

“foregoing Pada. 
3 Pae 1 reasons, the instance of the passages dealing with the Ag ni- 
9 Whose uselessness is denied on the ground of their use being dis- 
i mevly perceptible, cannot lead to the conclusion that the passages in 
a question (Arthavadas) also have their use. 

tions we can do nothing better than duly com 
dergo all the trouble of ass 


4725 = i that the passages in question 
imply either Moriſtoati i 8 5 


“ three factors of the 
“cannot be accepted 
„because what is not 
“for either Injuncticn or Prohibition ; and that which is not thus related 
to these is far from constituting a desirable end of man. o 

Then, again, 


if such passages were i bo dire obras 
“ vilification, there ld assumed to signify glorification or 


that these passages 
“direct Injunctions al 15 bhie enen ne 
« feation OE CURA, r also depends upon the implication of the latent glori- 
e i aon. None of these two are ordinarily recognised as 

being the real basis of another; and hence nothing definite can be ascer. 
1 if by theso you mean the fact of the particular action leading to desirable or 
undesirable results, or that of ita being enjoined or prohibited, then, inasmuch as these 
are expressed by other means, they cannot be said to constitute the use of the Arthavada 
passages. There is no other purpose that can be served by these in connection with In- 


janotions: nor can these latter be gaid to be indicated by the Arthavada passages. And 
hence they could serve some purpose 


if they fell within the Bhévana x but this they 
do not / do. : 


ng at any conclusions, if he has studied 
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“tained (in the matter of such interdependence). For these reasons we 
“ conclude that inasmuch as these passages stand apart (from the Injunc- 
“ tions) it is far more reasonable to regard them as absolutely useless. 

“Says the Bhashya : This is an attack upon only a part of the whole 
“ sentence.’ Though the Arthavdda is distinct from the direct signification 
“of the Injunction, yet it is spoken of, by the Bhdshya, as being a part of 
‘tthe (Injunctive) sentence, in accordance with the orthodox I imansa tenet 
“ (that the Arthavdda is to be taken along with the Injunction). This is not 
“in accord with the view of the Objector, who treats of the Arthavada as.a 
“ sentence entirely distinct (from the Injunction), Or the words of the BRA. 
“ shya may be taken to mean that the attack is only upon a few of the sen- 
“ tences (of the Veda, vis., the Arthavada passages). As for those that are 
“ accompanied by direct Injunctions, thera is no question (as to their useful- 
“ ness or authority); and as for those that, containing injanctive words, and 
“ thereby capable of expressing direct injunctions, even without.the Artha- 
- “vada passages, subsequently come to be related to these latter, and thereby 
“become mixed up with the relation of the glorification and the glorified,— 
“ the authenticity of such passages is questioned only so far as their connec- 
“tion with the Arthavadic signification is concerned, and not with regard 
to their usefulness to man, based upon their injunctive character. 

Such passages, however, as only describe certain present events, and 
“ere incapable of any injunctive signification, withont the help of. the 
“ Arthavdda,—e.g., one who uses a Sruva of the Khadira wood, offers, as 

‘it were, the very easence of the Vedas’,—have been attacked (in the Sutra), 
“by means of a questioning of the authority of a part of them (namely, the 
“ Arthavada).” 


Aphorism (2): “Also because of the contradiction of the scrip- 
tures and directly perceived facts,” 


„Whether the theft and the vie exist or not, in the mind and the speech 
‘respectively, the declaration of such facts (in the Vedic sentences sténam 
e ‘anrtavddint väk’) with reference to Dharma, l cannot have any 
authority, even with regard to their own direct denotations. If an elliptical 
construction be put upon the sentences,—they being taken to mean that 
inasmuch as the mind and speech are the principal factors în the body, the 
said conduct of these ought to be imitated by the other sense-organs,—then 

we have a contradiction of the scriptures. ` ee 
It may be urged that these sentenees serve to point out the alternative 


1 Because the mind can never steal, and speech can néver toll a 1755 spray 
dentences fail even in their direct significations. Even if they be a 3 ant 
matory of certain unseen events, then, too, serving no useful purpose in 
action, they oan have no authority, 
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course of conduct (to that which is laid down in such sentences as never 
“commit a theft,’ ‘never tell a lie’) inasmuch as the theft and lying are 
“enjoined (by the sentences in question), and are also prohibited (by other 
sentences). But this theory is not tenable, on account of there being n 
“ difference in the processes of the said Injunction and Prohibition, inas- 
“ much as the former has got to be assumed by me 


“struction, Co., while the latter is distinctly laid 
“ tive Injunction). 


ans of an elliptical con- 
down (by a direct prohibi- 


“ Objection’: ‘But even though a Direct Injunction be weak in itself, 
“yet it becomes equal in strength to the Prohibitio 
“ existence to the former, as will be shown later on, un 
“of the eighth Pada of the Tenth Adhaya.’ 


“ Reply : True; in a case where the action prohibited is such as can be 
“performed only in obedience to a certain Injunction contained in the Veda, 
“there may be such dependence (of the Prohibition u 


“But in a case (like the one cited 
“action th 


n that owes its very 
der the first aphorism 


pon the Injunction), 
) where we have the Prohibition of an 
e goad of passion (for wealth f. i.), the 
ently of any Injunctions; and as such 
ation, as we shall explain in the Pada 
phorism, following the one quoted above, 
yiny are performed independently of any Vedic texts 
ions; and as such the Prohibition of these is inde 
tions; and this prohibition cannot but set aside any 
ight be assumed. For this reason we conclude that the 
in question is absolutely useless, 

to prove the usclessness of 


pen- 


Arthavada passages, as 


uring th 


1e day as well as during 
3 th smoke and 


flume; and we cannot 
or that it is only flame (while this is 
ada passage ‘Smok : ‘ceived duri 
aes ag 10ke alone is perceived during 
“the day’). Nor is it possible to age y 
Sun, while during the night, the Sun 
hich the former Arthavada Passage 
ard); because the fact that has been 
transferences 6f the Suu and the Fir 
s true. 
“Or, again, the ‘ non-ascertainment’ (spoken of in the Bha 


e, 


“has not yet been fully established a 
shya) may 


Though the Prohibition may refer toa particular case, 


Injunction, no such Prohibition can be possible; und thus both being equally indispens- 
able, we cannot but accept both as equally reasonable alternatives ; such is the sense of 
the objection, 


yet without a general 


ertain definitely that during the day 


——— 


— 
— 
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‘(mean that it is not possible fo 
“ gaid in praise of tbe fact of tie i this passage to have 1785 
“ shining only at night; because this. N ied during 1 and fire 

“ Or, the non- ascertainment may 5 5 is not tr i er 
“finitely specify that the mantra ‘ Süryo jyo 1 a i 1 i 8 a A 
“the morning, and Agnirjyotih, &e., in fee oe S OTOI er 

“ Or, lastly, it may mean that we are not able to ascertain that the 
“ whole of the Veda is an authority for Dharma. : 

“The Bhashya has first of all cited an instance of the contradiction of 
‘‘scripiares (in the shape of the assertion of stealing and ly:ng with refe- 
“ rence to mind and speech) ; and then it has cited two instances (the seeing 
“of smoke alone during the day, and the mutual transference of the Sun 
“and Fire) of the contradiction of direct perception; and again it has ad- 
“duced an instance (‘We know not whether we aie Brahmanas or ‘non- 
“ Brahmanas’) of the contradiction of scriptures. And the reason for so 
“ many similar examples being cited, as also for the want of proper sequence 
“in their citing, lies in the fact of the Bhashya having in view the sense 
“and the order of the subsequent Sutras, that embody the final position of 
“the Siddhanta, and which meet each of the arguments now adduced in the 
“ Pirvapaksha. 

“The passage We know not, &c.,’ is meant to be taken along with the 
“Injunction of the appointing of the Arsheya priest. But inasmuch as the 
“passage does not signify either this action (of appointing) or anything 
“related to it, it cannot be accepted as having any authority bearing upon 
“that Action. Yor certainly, no ignorance, doubt or misconception, with 
“ regard to Brähmanahood could be of any use in the Sacrifice. Nor can 
„ve admit that as a glorification which is contradictory to direct Percep- 
“tion. Nor, again, can the passage have any authority, so long as it only 
“ speaks of mere ignorance of Brahmanahood. 

“It may be asked how this declaration of ignorauce contradicts a fact 
“ of direct Perception, when, as a matter of fact, among a certain number 
“of men resembling one another, the fact of one or many of them being a 
“ Brahmana can be ascertained only by means of scriptures. But in reality 
“ this is not a subject for scriptures ; because the class Brahmaga is as much 
“ an object of ordinary perception as the class tree. 

Question: ‘How can the class Brakmana be known by ordinary 
„men? ö 

s“ Answer: It is known by direct Sense- perception. 

“ Question: But, then, how is it that even when the person is before 
“our eyes, if we do not know the details of his parentage, &., we are 
„unable to ascertain whether he is a Brahmana or not, until someone tells 


us of it ? 
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% Answer: Well, the reason for this lies in the absence of proper facul- 
ties in us for perceiving the Brahmanahood ; exactly in the same way as 
“ are unable to recognise a certain object as the ‘tree’ until the meaning o 
“the word has been explained to us. j 

“The following arguments. might be urged against us: The cases o 
“the Brahmana and that of the Tree are not quite identical; because even 
“before the explanation of the word tree, the particular class denoted by 
“ the word has ever been recognised as differentiated from other classes, and 
“inhering in all individual trees,—these latter appearing in the shape of 
“a certain object with leaves, branches, &c.; while in the case of the class 
“ Brahmana such is not the case (because there are no perceptible marks 
“that could differentiate the Brahmana from other men); and, again, in 
“the case of the Brahmana, even when one has fully comprehended the 

“meaning of the word, he is unable, in the absence of other means, to as- 
“certain the fact of a particular person being a Brahmana. For instance, 
“neither the wearing of the sacred thread, nor the study of the Veda, can 
be the means of such ascertainment; because these two features are 

15 common to all the three higher castes; as for the work of teaching 

i: ( Which 18 laid down for the Brahmanas exclusively), inasmuch as such 

a Kshatriy as and Vaicyas as have transgressed the limitations to their duties, 
ate also found to beengaged in that work, this can serve only as a very 
doubtful index. In fact, all these can belong to Çūdras also,—such of 
“Ji Ga as are not mindful of their own specified duties and transgress the 
; imitations laid down in the scriptures. Consequently none of these can 
„eve as a sure index of Brahmanahood. And if one were to accept a 
man as a Brahmana, without proper consideration, such a person would, 


ao 
as eee purchase a piece of shell, thinking it to be silver? 
“ laxity n e however, do not touch our position. The dissimi- 
regard to the coe 5 the class tree cannot affect our conclusion with 
“already been 1 Hb ne the class Braihmana; specially as it has 
“that there pained (in the Section on Akriti, in the Clokavartika) 
the cognition of different classes. 


t (Consegue ro different methods for 
quen 8 of cognising the class Brāūhmaga 


“h t I ir ly 6 fact of the proces 
0 el ig e 
he cognition of the class tree, cannot 


bie N similar to that of t 
n any way invalidate our Perception of the former). 
in accordance with 


40 


„Thus, then, just as : ; — 
“ vidual case of the cognition of a class, we 40 te Seyi 5 * 
“ the shape of (1) th “i » We admit of various causes, 

„ © Bense Of vision ; (2) the remembrance of a word that 
“has its denotation extendi 2 Gmeriiby 50 
‘greatness of a certain individual ; (4) the perception of a particular form, 
“and so forth,—exactly in the sam 


“remembrance of the caste of the Progenitor (as the cause of the cognition 
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“of the class Brahmana, with reference to any individual Brähmana). 
“ This relation of the progeny and the progenitor is directly perceptible 
“only with reference to the mother; while that with regard to others, it 
„will have to be cognised either by means of Inference, or upon the 
5e Verbal Testimony of a trustworthy person. 

“Nor is it necessary that the cause of sensuous perception should 
“always be such as has itself been perceived by means of the Senses ; 
“ because we find the Eye, and the other organs of Sense, often serving as 
“the means of perceiving such objects—as have never been cognised 
“before; and we have also proved (in the chapter on Sense-perception— 
 Glokavirtika)—that we often have a perception in accordance with the 
“contact of the Senses, which is mixed up with an intervening clement of 
“memory; aud it has also been shown that if a certain thing does not 
“happen to be perceived on the spur of the moment, it can never be 
“ porceived even if a concentrated effort be made to bear upon it, 

“Tho Bhashya itself says that on account of there being chances of the 
“ mother having misbehaved, it would be extremely difficult to ascertain 
“the relationship of the child (with the father of a particular caste), 
„But this difficulty cannot deprive the cognition (of the class Brahmana) 
“of the character of Sense-perception; for certainly, if we have to climb 
np to the top of a mountain in order to see an object, the character of 
“ Sense-perception is not denied to the perception of that object. Then again, 
“because we may have found a certain woman to have misbehaved, that 
“ cannot enable us to assume the same misbehaviour in the cage of all women; 
“ because such an assumption, being directly contradictory to all ordinary 
“ experience, could never be valid; as we find that women of respectable 
“ families always try their very best to save their character (and with 
“ success): And it is for the sake of making their respective castes duly 
«and authoritatively recognised, that the Brahmanas and Kings have in- 
“troduced the system of writing up and preserving their genealogical trees, 
‘which serve to preserve and perpetuate the names of their forefathers. 
“And as these records distinctly point out the particular excellences 
“and defects of each family, it is always in accordance with these that; 
“ we find people being attached to, or repulsed from, particular families. 

“Nor is it necessary that the misbehaving of a woman . . . . 


e Should produce a child of a mixed caste; 


CoP Sry 
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“quite possible that such misbehavionr might subject the ae 43 
„ unpleasant experiences hereafter ; but it can in no way make thec 


“ bastard. 
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“ Nor, again, is it necessary that the misbehaviour should be with s 
“ man of different caste; and a child produced by one of the same caste as 
“ the mother cannot be said to be of a mixed caste. i 

“ It is also laid down in the Smrtis that even the bastard regains the 
“original purity of the caste of his either parent, by a continuous excel- 
“ lence, or otherwise, of conduct and relationships, when he reaches the 
“fifth or the seventh generation downwards (i.e., if the conduct and rela- . 
“tionship of each descendant remains good, the caste of the family 
“reverts to the caste that is the higher of the two parents, and vice versd)- 
And in this matter, the only factor for which we cannot have any author- 
“ity than that of the Scriptures, is that of the specific number of genera- 
“tions being five or seven; the rest is all based upon facts of ordinary 
“ experience, 

“Thus then, just as in the case of some birds, though both the male, 


“and the female are exactly similar, yet we can easily distinguish the sex 
“of each by certain characteristic marks, — 


“ can recognise the class Brāhmana, 
“u + z 
as aided by a remembrance of ce 


so, in the same manner, we 
by means of direct Sense-perception, .- 
a rtain facts directly perceived (in times 
e Ne mae down to us by an unbroken line of tradition. a 
ee ge ns, the assertion ‘we know not whether we are Brah- . 
700 „must be admitted to be contradictory to direct perception. 
is con 
t people as ha 
“good conduc 
4 
E ee there 1 g castes by individual con-. 
cial rules of conduct are laid down as per- 
at already exist; and so if the strict following 
ause of Brahmanahood, there would be a mutua- 
“manahood being W being based Epon. Brahmanahood, and Brah- 
“one aud the same man Voda following of the rules. And further, 
“deed, and a Cüdra ite be a Brahmana when performing a good 
ne; and thus there would be no 
da 8105 an pan would be fouud to be per- 
„relief (as in the case of surgical operstionsy ike person Behan = 
„be considered a Çùdr ae? — 


a and a Brahmana at o ne i i 
“ would bean absurdity, 3 EE e G e” 


‘ J 
“The upshot of all these arguinents is this: 
“aggregate of Pennance, &c.; 
“about by these; 


Brahmanahood is not an 
es nor is it a certain. purification broyoht 
nor is ita caste manifested by these; what it really is, 
“is a caste signified by the cognition of the caste of 


: i the parents; and as 
“such, it is cognisable directly by Sense- perception. 
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“Thus, then, the difforentiation of the castes being accomplished in 
“ the manner showa above, such declarations as ‘ by doing such a deed for 
“a month the Brähmana becomes a Ciidra,’ and the like must be taken 
“either as decrying the particular action, or as pointing to the fact of the 
“ person being no longer entitled to the specific duties laid down for the 
“three higher castes. 
“ And as before, the direct perception of the caste cannot be accepted 
“to have, for an optional alternative, its non-cognition, which latter can 
“only be held to be based upon the authority of a Vedic Injunction assumed 
“(for the sake of the particular Arthavada in question). But no such 
“Injunction can be possible in the present case; even though it were 
“ quite possible in the former case of stealing and lying, which are actions 
“(and as such capable of forming the object of optional Injunctions); 
“because the caste is a concrete object; and as such, being of one uniform 
“character, cau never form the subject of any optional alternatives. , 
“ As for the passage— who knows what exists or not in the othor. 
“ world, — as we have already shown above, no Ignorance, Doubt or Delu- 
“sion can be of any use with regard to Dharma; aud as such, passages 
“ like this cannot but be admitted to be useless; and even intrinsically, the 
declaration is useless, because (it is false; as) that which is herein said 
“ to be incapable of being known, is actually known to such Persons ns are 
“assured of the authoritative character of the Veda, aud are well pasted 
“ up in all branches of the three Vedas. i ö 
Then as regards the possibility of the passage laying down an optional 
“ alternative, this cannot be; as we have shown above; with regard -to the 
former passage (we know not whether we are Brahmanas, etc.) 


Sutra (. “Also because of the absence of results.” 


“ With reference to the Gargatrrātra-Brāhmana, it is said The face 
“of one who knows this brightens up ;’ and again, a horse is born for him.“ 
“ Now, if, at the time of knowing the particular Brahmana and. Mantra the 
“brightness of the face and the birth of the horse already exist, then a mere 
“mention of these cannot serve any purpose with regard to Dharma., On 
“the other hand. if these do not exist nt the time, the passages become false 
“ even intrinsicall, by themselves (as declaring what does not exist). If 
“the passages be held not to refer to the present state of things, (but to lap 
„down certain results that would follow at some future time), —thën thoy 
** become contradicted by the fact of our never perceiving the occurrence of 
. i , oF ; ais 
Aud as all learning is mennt to capacitate the agent for ke the 
“ance of sacrifices, — these, being complete in themselves, exae 18 3 
“bathing of the sacrificer at the sacred places, cannot- be accepted as thy 
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“ Injunctions of Results, as will be shown in the first Adhikarana of the 
“third Pada of the Fourth Adhyaya. 2 a 

“It may be urged that as the matter will be fully dealt with in sida 
place, the question should not have been repeated here; but then, there 
“is a difference; as what is proved in that Adhikarana is that the 
passages in question are no Injunctions of Results, but mere Arthavadas ; 
“while what we are declaring now is that the Arthavada passages in 
question are absolutely useless (and as such there is no repetition). 

“ Nor can these passages be taken as mere glorifications; because as & rule 
“false statements cannot be accepted as constituting (proper) glorification- 


Sutra (4). “Because of the uselessness of others.” 


“The afaresaid arguments suffice to prove the intrinsic uselessness of 
“such passages as— By means of the Pūrnāhuti one attains all that he 


“ desires,’ He who performs the Pagubandha conquers all worlds,“ He 1 
5 performs the Agwamédha, as well as one who knows this, passes beyon 
‘death,’ ete., etc, 


an. The present Sutra, however, admits, for the sake of argument, yee 
|, hese are real Injunctions of Results; and then proceeds to point 15 
S er discrepancies with regard to them: As a matter of fact, none of the 
1 be quoted can be the Injunction of Results; because (1) the 
u i rnāhuti is only a particular step towards tho due consecration of ir 
10 es (2) the Pugubandha sacrifice only helps in the due performance 0 
4 ne Jyotishtoma ; and (3) the knowledge of the Agwamedha sacrifice only 
u “at to prepare the sucrificer for the action. But we grant for "g 
‘ ike of argument, that these are Injunctions of Results; even then we fine 


‘ they lead actions (laid down in the Veda) to be 


‘usel i 

ess. o case of a number of actions, which, though leading to 

are yet performe 

ry ee us to perform 
rejected 

“bandha, 

s hotra 0 


> anyone of them. e of them need be 
as entirely useless. em; and non n 


5 The cases of the Përnāhuti and the Past 

5 ja eri EPE Because without the Pūrnāhuti, the Agr? 
W ompleted; and similarly, without the Pagubandha, the 
112. ishtoma eannot be complete; and as the specified results will have 
: m accomplished by these Smaller actions, as explained under XT, i. 43, 
42 one would bo no need of performing the other elaborate actions (of the 
gnihotra and the Jyotishima) ; and ag such, the Injunctions of these 
latter would become entirely usel 


ess, 
“To this effect, the Bhash 

“of honey, etc. The person may go on to the mountain in gearch of 

10 honey, by a path other than the on 


“s e whereby he could find the honey 
Hila way itself; haK Annai 80 along, if he happens to pass by this 


ya cites the instance of one going in search 


d independently of one another, it is 


1 
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latter road and finds the honey in the way without. going all: the way 
“tothe mountain. Thus then, in order to establish the authority and 
“usefulness of many direct Injunctions, it ig certainly advisable to accept 
“ the uselessness of the Injunctions that have been assumed (on the strength 
“of the Arthavada passages in question). 5 

„Nor can these Injunctions be said to lay down new actions: for those 
„ who would desire better results, than those obtained by means of the 
“former actions; because no difference between the two is mentioned. 
“ And when the direct assertion of the Veda is the same in both cases, we 
“cannot assume any exceptional results to follow from any particular 
“ actions, specially when we are unable to Perceive any such results. Anil 
“ we have already said that the declarations being fonnd to be false, can- 
“not be accepted as glorifications. 


Sutra (6). “Because of the negativing of that ‘which is. not 
“capable of being negatived.” 


“is possible; and as such, any negation of these is wholly irrelevant, Nor 
: la . S in Heaven and 
“in the Sky never being possible) these Sonia nob ben be held to be tho 
“objects of exception; because the laying is always found to be dono 


Earth — any negativing or excepting of 
i 5 550 Sabie without setting aside the in janes the lay ing on Parth 
“and this setting aside would render a direct In; d 
“ Byen if the two sentences be taken as laying do 
“then, too, there would be a partial setting asi 
“direct Injunction. Specially as the Veda itself 
“natives with regard to the laying of fire, as done 
“results ; and as such it is not right to accept Pr 
“ pointing out of optional alternatives. 

“« And then, this Prohibition, too, would be extremely weak [that is to 
“sey, it cannot be said that even in the absence of any particular desires 
“the Prohibition would serve the ie of pointing out optional al : 
ers eee use, in the absence of any desires, there can be no 
60 3 1 as have been laid down simply for the faifilment of 
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“certain definite ends, and as such no prohibition of these is Tc ged 4 
“ possible); and if the Prohibition be taken as pointing out HA a ine 
“cations,—then as such, being only an assumed factor, with reg 


. . 3 1 
“ to the sacrifice, it would be too weak to rightly point out any optiona 
alternatives]. 


“When the prohibition i 
“(as no such prohibition of 
“possible, unless there were 
“being performed) 


for instance, as ‘the Fire should be laid 
“has been put in,’ and ‘th 


h as the place on which the Fire is to be laid). 
“Nor is it pos; 
people, 


Sutra (6). 


P “Tn the case of such passages as— 
the like—, from amon 


“ — k 
Pravāhani, Ce 


Because of the mention of non-eternal (objects). 
and 
Babara 
ything else (either 
or a glorification) except 
a person cannot be said to be 
Veda) of a transitory object, 
5 U when brought forward and urged against 
the authority of the Veda as a whole, can be explained in some way or 
“obher: (as has in I~i—21), But when we make use of 
“our discretion j horitativeness, and accept, on the ground 
“of some reasonings, the absolutely authoritative character of only the Vidhi 
‘ (Injunction) portion of the Ved among all verbal De. 
“ clarations, the Veda alone is held 
in that case, 


a, —exactly as 
to be absolutel 
just as we deny the authority of t 
“Veda, so too we could deny that of such porti 
“of transitory objects, on the ground of such mention itself; and there 
“would be nothing to prevent us from doing so. 

“ Therefore, in the case of such passages, all that We can do is to take 

“no notice of their siguifications, and to asanme l mpane results to 
follow from the mere repetition of these. Or, it may be more reasonable 
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“to admit of the fact of such texts being read up only for being rejected; 
“just as we accept the Arthavdda passages as only meant to be disre- 
“ garded. l ` 

“It may be asked—‘ Why cannot these passages be used as Mantrás 
„in the Actious, in connection wherewith they happen to be read P’ 

“ They cannot be so used, simply because they (not pointing to any 
“ actions) cannot possibly be taken along with any action. As for Man- 
“tras, they too are employed at sacrifices, not only because they happen 
“to be mentioned in the Veda, but because their words distinctly point 
“out their connection with those sacrifices, In the passage in question, 
“however, there is no such implication. 

“Or, lastly, we may take these passages as meaut to be accepted in 
“their mere verbal forms (without any heed being paid to their signi- 
“ fications), exactly as has been done in the Purvapaksha relating to the 
“Mantras (Vide below, Sütras 31-39). 

“The word ‘ anitya,’ in the Sūtra, refers to living beings, and not to 
that which is useless (as in I—ii—}).” . 


In reply to the above Pirvapaksha, we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA—the Orthodox Mimansa view. 


Sutra (T). But they are taken along with the injunctive pas- 
sages; and as such could be (authoritative) ag eulogising the 
particular Injunctions. 

The Bhashya cites the passage Vayurvai kshé Schtha dēvata? 
1 75 of 4 and on this, the Variika 3 e an 
“It was proper for the Bhāshya to put forward its 
to the same Arthavdda passages that have been 
for what special reason then, does he bring forwa 

In reply to this, some people assert that as the bearing of all Arth ad 
passages is the same, it does not make any difference, whether this E th E 
passage be cited in the Parvapaksha or the Siddhanta. 5 

But though this may be the case, yet the citing of a new example 
always implies an ulterior motive (in the mind of the author); and 28 
motive we proceed to explain: As regards the passages cited in the Pirva- 
paksha, even their literal significations are open to doubt ; and consequently 
to begin with them would entail the additional initial effort of proving them 
to be true; and inasmuch as this initial effort would be of no consequence, and 
as such not very desirable, the Bhashya has cited a passage, which, in itg 
literal giguification, is universally recognised to be true; whereby it becomes 


ts with the question ].— 
own view with reference 
cited in the Pürvapakeha; 
rd a different passage p i 
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z in, that such passages are glorifications, to be taken along 
TREAN 0 pests 151 as such come to help in the knowledge of 
Dharma. And to facilitate the matter still further, the author of the 
Bhashya proceeds to show the use of Arthavadas as glorifications, by means 
of a passage which is instantly recognised as one to be taken along with 

(and forming part of) a direct Injunction, 

But before proceeding further, we haye to explain the following 
difficulty: “Why is it that the natural form of the Veda is perverted, with 
“a view to establish a forced syntactical connection ? Or (if it be declared 
“that we have recourse to this in order to establish a direct relationship 
“of the Veda to human ends) how is it that the Veda is said to be for the 
“sake of man’s ends? It might be urged that these assumptions are made, 
because such is found to be a fact, in the case of ordinary human assertions, 
“ But, then, the case of these latter is entirely different; as what they speak 
“of is cognisable by other ordinary means of cognition ; and, on the strength 
‘of these latter, such far-fetched assumptions are admissible ; Whereas in 
“the case of a Vedic passage, treating as it does of supersensuous things, 


be made in its original form, it becomes a 


d (and thereby loses the very basis of its 
j authority), Even in the e i 


ase of human assertions, when the subject 


cognition, save verbal 
m of the assertion,” 


reply: It will be proved in 


any changes in the for 
some people make the following 
ra that the whole of the Veda is meant to serve some useful 
Purpose for man. And certainly, if it did not serve some useful Purpose, the 
intelligent People of old would not have made such efforts to preserve it and 
j Wn in an unbroken tradition, Though it is just possible that a 
single man may have erred in his estimate of the usefulness of the Veda ; 
yet there 18 NO reason for Saying so, with regard to the extremely intelligent 
enquirers that have gone before us. Aud for this reason, it is only right 
that we should even break up the natural form of the Veda, in order to make 

it serviceable to man. 

This explanation, however, does not appear to be quite satisfactory ; 
because, if such be the case, then the authoritativeness of the Veda would 
depend upon man. If we were to assume even such meanings as are not 
signified by the actual words of the Veda, and if the usefulness of the 
Veda to man were to rest on the sole authority of the efforts made to 

present it, then the authority of the Veda would become dependent upon 
If the preserving of the Veda by another be held to be 
our own efforts. e p 8 z 
that other person would base his authority upon the 
the cause, then, too, ; kwards, referv; 
nd so on and on, we might go backwards, referring 
efforts of another man, a lö; ia this would be like a descrip. 
it to the efforts of other people; 
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tion of colour handed down among blind men; and there would be no 
fixity for the authority of the Veda. Specially in the case of each man, 
the idea that we would have would be that ‘this man knows it thus,’ and 
not that ‘such is its meaning.” Consequently then, though, in the case of 
particular students, we might infer the fact of their knowing the Veda to 
be useful to them, yet, as there can be no secure foundation for this notion, 
the authority of the Veda cannot rest solely upon that fact. Therefore it 
st be admitted that until the Veda itself does not directly declare itself. 
= rviceable to man, it cannot be accepted as authoritative. 
to 3 we can explain the difficulty in the following manner: As for the 
whole of the Veda, its study is directly enjoined in the sentence ‘ Sva- 
dhydyo’dhyétavyah.” („The Veda should be duly studied), —the sense of 
which is that we should accomplish something by means of the study of the 
Veda, And as for what is to be accomplished,—though the ‘study’ itself 
ts itself as the object, yet, inasmuch as an Injunction, which has the. 
PERSON: £ persuading people to action cannot but have for its object some- 
er oP of use to the man, the mers ‘study’ ceases to be accepted as 
thing thet be accomplished, and becomes mixed up with the instrument or 
the oR 5 said accomplishment; because this instrumeutal character is 
means 0 stibio with its nature, and is the most proximate (the sense of 
. junction thus being that the desirable object is to be accomplished by 
the In 
means of the — iol rs to be the object to be accomplished is the getting up 
What per sof the Veda, in accordance with the maxim that anything 
; able of being accomplished is the object.’ But this, too, in itself, 
o direct use to man. However, this getting up of the letters points 
of the words, yin z its turn points to the knowledge of 
the meanings af tbese oon — i $ nowledge of the meaning 
em "tences compose ok : res; and this leads to the acting (in 
5 ith the injunctions contained in these Sentences), which acting 


ew i i 
poe ds to the attainment of such desirable results as Heaven and the 
finally t to be accomplished being duly 


l And it is only here that the objec 
like. iai, all the uke en required (in connection with the injunction 
2 150 y oda should be studied“) 1 fully supplied. And thus in the 
“the zai Injunctions, there is no resting until we get at some purpose of 
case P be accomplished by means of the action therein enjoined). 

man (to cessary that, whenever we meet with 


t it is by no means absolutely ne 

i 

abid) we must assume such results ag Heaven and the like (to 
an Inj 


from the action enjoined) ; because when we find that a certain 

follow r saally capable of bringing about the accomplishment of a cer- 

action is + we conclude this latter to be its effect. And hence, whenever 

ee ons 4 1 directly capable of bringing about a certain result, even 
3 
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we cannot rightly 
Vedic Injunction is 


such there is no Apparent Inconsist 


ency (in the Injunction) that could lead 
us to the assumption of other results, 
In those cases, 


however, in which 
able results followin 


we do not find 
for instance, the a 


y or indirect] 


irable element in 


result, —wo conclude t 
the means of the 


threshing of the corn) i 
(and not having - 


er actions 
nj unction, 
n (of 


(of Pounding, &., of th 


k ( h necessary con- 
e cake (w ich could not 

Wer ; 
of the fuel (which ig ve after the thereshing), 
Concomitant of the sac 
2 3 , „Are Not he d to 
ing either the threshing or the cug 
ore, Wi h 
Consequences, That is to 5 J if v e relationship of meang and 

tion of threshing, of the 9 e ; ies asgerti $ 

plishing the cake, then alone co e ‘latte. a 
means of the making of the cake; but 1 y be hel o the Aires 
down first of all, and the Pounding 4. > 88 Ib is, We Âi 
(merely ag concomitants of 


€ threshin laid 
K., an, ; g 
tha threshing re only mentioned a 
that it is the threshing that is the 


re led to 
the cake, and that the Poundin 


: C. are to t ne accomplis] 
threshing in that accomplishment, 


iment of 
aken on Jy as helping the 
In such cases, howeve ; 


conclude 


1 8 
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is laid down iu the middle, it is the direċtly enjoined action alone which is 
to be taken as the means of accomplishing the final result, through all the 
various actions that are laid down in connection with it. 

Thus, then, all the Injunctive passages that lay down the means of 
accomplishing the directly mentioned, or the assumed, ends of man are 
included—even up to the ascertaining of such causal relationships—in the 
Injunction that “ the Veda should be studied.” (That is to say, in this case 
the study is held to be for the purpose of the ascertaining of the said 
1 vlationships, exactly as the threshing is held to be the means of accomplish- 
ing the cake; and the intermediate actions of getting up the words of the 
Veda help in the final result, exactly as the pounding, &c., do in the 
making of the cake). 

As for the result accruing from the ascertaining of the meaning of 
Ved texts, such result has been pointed out by other texts (such as: That 
Action alone has a strong influence which is performed with a full know- 
ledge, faith, &.“); and as such the former Injunction of Vedic study is not 


made to extend so far (as to the pointing out of its result). 
And as for the other Injunctions that are found in the same connection, 


they are also to be taken as serving, by means of the getting up of the 
verbal text, &c., to help towards the fulfilment of the single result, in the 
shape of the comprehension of the meanings of Vedic sentences; and they 
cannot be taken as, in any way, directly helping the performance of any 
sacrifices. Because the performance of sacrifices depends, for its procedure, 
only upon such means as bring about superseusuous results; and as such, 
they can have no connection with the mere getting up of the Verbal text, 
which serves only a visible purpose ; and as such the action of such getting 
up is accepted only as helping towards the fulfilment of the final result (of 
comprehending the meaning of those texts). 

Thus, then, we find that the subsidiary sentences or Injunctions (of get- 
ting up the Vedic text) are similar to the principal sentence or Injunction 
(of the due comprehending of the meaning of the Veda) (inso much as both 
are equally related to the human purpose mediately, through an inter- 
vening agency), though the subsidiary Injunctions themselves are one 
degree further removed. (As for instance, the Injunction of the com- 
prehending of the meaning of the Veda gives a knowledge of the 
sacrifices, which fulfil the desirable end of man, there being, in the case, 
only one intervening agency; in the case of the subsidiary Injunctions, 
on the other hand, we find that they lay down the getting up of the 
verbal text, which brings about a cognition of the meaning of these texts, 
which point out the sacrifices that fulfil the desirable ends of man, there 
being, in this case, two intervening agencies). 


In the same manner, the passages speaking of the washing, Kc. (of the 
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Vrihi), having their sole purpose in the purification of the corn, are found 
to be very distantly related to the principal sacrifice, through the in- 
tervening agencies of the Rice, the Flour, the Cake, and the Deyavadana 
Offering, &c. 

Similarly, we may explain the connection (with the principal sacrifice) 
of such secondary passages as are not found in the same context, and as 
such help the sacrifice only indirectly, as well as those thet are of direct 
use. And the only peculiarity with the relationship of these is that the 
Principal Action is connected only with what these passages signify, and 
has nothing to do with the mere words, as the passages are not in the same 
context. 

The passages speaking of the ‘laying of the fire’ and such other ac- 
tions, have their sole use in the preparation of the sacrificial fire, which 
forms a part of the principal sacrifice leading to certain definite results ; 
and as such come to have all their relationships fulfilled by means of the 
remote Result (of the Principal Sacrifice). 

In the same manner the Upanishads have their existence justified by 
their explaining the real nature of the person that performs the sacrifices. 

And as for the Mantra and the Names, we shall explain their uses, in 
their respective places (at the end of this Pada and in the fourth Pada). 

Thus, then, it is established that all parts of the Veda are included in 
the Bhavang (which is denoted by the direct Vedic Injunctions). 

3 t has been argued above that the Arthavada passages not being 
included in any of the three factors of the Bhavana, they cannot be recog- 
ised (as parts of the Vedic Injunctions). On this point, we offer the fol- 
ine It is true that the Arthavada is not so recognised apart, 


“H a is actually included (in the factors of the Bhavana). 
ow” 


ga Tn the following manner: In the case of the sentences which contain 
ce fag words, there are two kinds of Bhavana that are always compre- 
encec—one consisting of the words ze gionifications: 
„ A their significa 
Those of the latter class do not . 


(i.e., the Verbal Bhavana), 


The Verbal Bhavana operates in the following manner: The Injunc- 
tion of the study of the Veda serves the purpose of employing all other In- 
junctions, as also the“ self’ (‘Swa ) mentioned in the word “ swadhyaya” + 
and this employing or urging is in the form“ should think of accomplish- 


ing.” And in this the Injunctive Word is the nominative of the prompting, 
and the Person is its objective. 


Hence when the question arises—t What is to be accomplished (by = 
Injunctive passage) the answer, that presents itself is—“ The activly 
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of the Perron.’ If, however, the peculiar character of the said Injunction 
were taken to signify the action of Injunction itself—in the form, ‘ should 
prompt,’—then the Person himself would become the objective (the mean- 
ing being that the Person should be prompted or urged to activity). Though, 
on account of the inanimate character of the Injunctive, such actions of 
prompting or urging are not possible, yet, as the Person himself being the 
object prompted cannot be its nominative, we conclude the power of prompt- 
ing to belong to the Injunctive, through the Intelligence of the Person 
himself. For if some such assumption were not made, then the In jnnctive 
could never be called ‘the prompter.’ : 

Secondly, when the question arises—‘By what is it to be accom- 
plished’ ?—we have for the reply— By means of a knowledge of the 
Injunctions, as guided by a previous experience of certain relationships (of 
particular actions with certain definite results). 

And lastly, to the question—‘ How is the prompting to be accomplish- 
ed’ pe have the answer— Through a knowledge of the excellent charac- 
ter (of the particular Action)” . : | 

The explanation of all this is very simple. People with any degree 
of intelligence, when proceeding to do a certain action do not engage them- 

in it, until they have ascertained that it is really good and well 
sel ves a doi ng. It is in this work of attraction that the potency of the 
worth 8 8 fails; but in this it is helped by the cognition of the ex. 
f the Action enjoined (as described in the Arthavada passages). 
And as for the result of the Action, which is always in the shape of 
hing desired by man, the Agent is known to be naturally attached 
somet 1 3 as such that does not stand in need of any description of its 
to it; an py the Veda. But as for the means (of attaining the Result) 
ezcelleno® iog, the excellence of these has to be he pointed ont, to ’ 
and the meg not engaged himself in the Action; 25:20 thg 


; and thi ; 
£ the Arthavida passages ; and it is his can he done 


erson who. in thi 
= in this that lies the nse 


only by means © 


of these passages. i ; 5 
Now tben, when the question arises— By what means shall I obtain 


id A i 
2 knowledge of 55 5 7 f the answer may, in the first place, 
be presented by i e ion of the particular Result, which lends to the 
that inasmuch as the Action brings prosperity, it is good and 
ing ; or (2) the excell i Br 

well worth doing; or ( excellence of the Action may be pointed out 
by the fact of its being enjoined in the Veda, which is free from all 
discrepancies ; oF (3) it may be recognised by means of the fact of its being 
connected with excellent Deities, Materiala, and Methods. 
As for the word that expresses the Result, as it has a distinct purpose 

to serve, in the shape of the pointing out of the Result, it cannot be 
dragged to aug other use (such as the indicating of the excellence of 


t As 
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Actions); and also because the desire to learn 
after one has become acquainted with its Inj t 
word mentioning the Result is always put first; and as such, this word 
cannot be accepted as Supplying an answer to the above question; it can 
only be held to indicate such excellence, ., indirectly; but such indirect 
indication cannot be rightly had recourse to while there is a possibi- 
lity of a direct expression of the same fact; and, lastly, a double function 
at one and the same time would involve a self-contradiction. For these 


reasons the words mentioning the Result cannot be taken to point out 
the said excellence. 


its excellence arises only 
unction, in which, too, the 


Aud we shall explain under the Parnamayi-Adhikarana, how, 


—when 
a certai 


n text (f.i. the text, ‘He whose Juhū is made of leaves does not hear 
evil of himself’), has a totally different purpose (the praisiug of the parti- 
cular Juhiz) to perform, —even if it be found to indicate a certain means to 
an end (in this case, the Juhw of leaves as leading 
no authoritative significance can be attached to su 
reasous, the word mentioning the result cannot be 
ing out the excellence of the Action ; because if tl 
then no significance Would be att 


as in the case of the text cited, wh 
himself,’ js explained not as poin 
Certain object. 


For thi 
the Result 
dicate the 


to a particular Result) — 
ch indication. For these 
rightly accepted as point- 
iat word were so accepted, 
ached tothe Result mentioned ; exactly 
ere the expression, ‘ He hears not evil of 
ting to a result, but only as praising a 


S reason 
have th 
excellence 


in the case in question, as the words mentioning 
is distinct purpose to serve, even though they in- 
e of the Action, yet no significance can be attached 

© excellence thus obtained. And, as a general rule, we 
atever happens to be indicated or implied by a text, does 
instance, when ie gnised as the purpose or chief end of that aa As for 
tence of the « tune said ‘the former man runs,’ though this implies 1e exis- 
action that is pol man,’ yet this latter is not accepted as connected with the 
though the eh of with regard to the former. In the same manner, 
agent to it are; Ce of the Action and the consequent attraction of the 


. ; mentioning the Result; yet, as this 
has other functions of its own, it cannot be accept : 


Out of the excellence, Becaus 


Cans of 
Incon- 

À ied his 
very best to seek for aid from those other means. Hence, if we failed to 


obtain an idea of the excellence, either by direct teaching or by supplementary 
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declarations, then alone could we assume a double potency or signification 
for the Injunction itself; just as when we have no Sruva at hand, we pour 
the libations into the fire by means of the spoon. But in case this idea of 
excellence were obtainable by any other means, however remote, then it 
would be absolutely necessary to follow up this means; for until this means ; 
is duly found to afford the requisite notion of excellence, the needs of the 

Injunction remain unsatisfied. ; 

Similarly in the case of such passages as—“ Vayurvat kshēpishthā- 
dēvatā ( Vayu is the swiftest deity”) and the like, —we believe them to 
have been laid down with reference to the accomplishment of certain 
purposes of men, on the ground of their forming a part of the Veda, a full 
study whereof has been enjoined for men. But inasmuch as a mere 
Arthavāda by itself is not capable of being directly related to the Injunc- 
tion (as not having the forces of the Injunctive affix, &c.), so long as it is 
not recognised as leading to tlie accomplishment of the purposes of man, it 
can only be taken in the literal meaning afforded by the words ( composing 
the passage), which consists merely in a description of a certain state of 
things as they exist; and as thus far it is not found to serve any useful 
purpose, it remains deficient on an important point. 

That, however, which is implied -by such description—namely, the 
excellence of the sacrifice offered to Vayu indicated by the fact that, the 
effect being similar to the cause, the sacrifice offered to a swift Deity al- 
“ways accomplishes its result quickly,—is clearly needed by the Injunction 

found in close proximity to it; and as such the passage in question comes 
to be recognised as helping in the accomplishment of the man’s purpose ; 
and hence it is accepted as forming an integral part of the Veda, whose 
study has been laid down às necessary. 

And this mutual dependence of the Artharada and the comprehension 
of excellence is based upon their mutual requirements ; exactly as in the case 
of two charioteers; if the horse of one dies, while the other's chariot itself is 
burnt, the horse of this latter is yoked l 
needs of both become supplied. 

Thus, then, when such close 
though the Injunctive aud th 
of the Declaration of Excellence and Injunction respectively, yet inasmuch ` 
as this Declaration of Excellence and Injunction are expressed by ‘the 
Arthavaida and the Tnjunetive passages respectively, we cannot reasonably — 
assert that Excellence is expressed by the Injunctive, and the Injunction . 
by the Arthavada passage. And as the words of the Arthavddu. passage 


to the former chariot and the 


relationship between the two is possible, 


Hannot do anything else except the declaring of Exeellence, we conclade, 


from the very fact of both the. Arthavida and the Injunoti ve passages 
appenring in the Veda, that they express tivo distinct things (tiz, Ex. 


e Arthavāda passages actually stand in need ay 
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cellence and Injunction, respectively) (i.e. the fact of both appearing in 
the text of the Veda leads us to some such conclusion as that ‘it is only 
the performance of such an Action as is enjoined by the Injunctive 
passages, and rendered attractive or pointed out as excellent by the 
Arthavada passages, that can accomplish the desired results to the fullest 
extent’). 

In the same manner, we can explain the deprecatory (Arthavada) 
passages also, as serving the purpose of creating an aversion (in the mind 
of the agent), which is a factor necessary for all Prohibitions; because, 
unless the knowing person comes to have an aversion to a certain course of 
action, he does not desist from it; and this aversion is brought about 
by the cognition of the non-excellent, or evil character of the action; and 
inasmuch as this idea of the evil character cannot be duly brought about 
by the negative expressions in the Prohibitive passages themselves, which 
serve to lay down the mere negation, along with its result and procedure,— 
and not either the excellence or non-excellence of the action,—a clue of 
knowledge of its non-excellence cannot be obtained by any other means save 
by the deprecatory Arthavadu passages, which, too, have no other purpose 
to serve, 

Thus it is that the Arthavada comes to be taken along with (i.e, as 
forming a part of) the Injunction; specially as it is always found that it is 
only the continuations of the Injunctive and Prohibitive passages, res- 
pectively, that become the means of ascertaining the praise or the depre- 
cation of the action concerned. 

Nor is the character of Praise or of Deprecation altogether exclusive ; 
because we often find a praise expressed in the form of a deprecation, and 
1 as will also be declared later on that —“ a deprecatory passage 
a n view to deprecate that which is evil, but to indirectly 
Sera ee vee and has been laid down as to be performed.” As; 
Adlepayays 5 If ae 5 with the Traiyambaka Cake we rend (in the 10th 
Hadras month i the Abhigha@rana, he throws his cattle into 
: 5 y- Done does not perform it, he does not throw them 
into His mouth”; and in this case, though it is th f — 
the Abhighārana that is praised, yet it has T BOR porrormanes, 

„Je not been accepted as the right 
though its performance ig deprecated, yet it has 
to be accepted a8 the proper course laid down as to be performed, on the 

ground of its being subsequently directly enjoined. 

In a case where it is not quite clear whether Praise or Deprecation 
is really meant, a definite conclusion can be arrived at on this point by, 
referring to the context; as, for instance, we shall find later on the sentence 
We know not whether the Asuras are praised or censured,”—which is 


id on the occasion of the declaration (referred to in the 9th Adhyaya)— 
sald O 


course of action; whereas, 


` 
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t Bf one sings the Rk, the Asuras come along, &. It is doubtful whether 
this is to be taken as praising the action, in that it subjugates even the 
Asuras to the will of the sacrificer; or it is a deprecation of the action, in 
that it attracts such undesirable companionsas the Asuras; and on this 
point, inasmuch as towards the end it is the singing of the Sama that is 
enjoined, we conclude the passage to be a deprecation of the singing of the 
Rk verses. 

In the caso of all Arthavada passages there are certain words that 
express either praise or deprecation ; and it is as taken along with these 
words that other passages (such as He wept and the liko, which do 
not express either the one or the other) come, indirectly, to indicate such 
praise or deprecation, Even in a case where we have no such words, we 
can admit of Indication, or, even of Indicative-Indication, on the ground of 
the (otherwise) Apparent Inconsistency. (That is to say, in the case of the 
sentence ‘the water is calm,’ we have no word exprossive of either Praise 
or Deprecation; yet we find, close to it, the sentenco ‘He draws the fire 
either by means of the Vétasa branch, or by the Vakā’; and on the gronnd 
of its proximity to this latter Injunction, we take the former passage to 
indirectly indicate the praise of the Vetasa and the Vaka, which are laid 
down in the latter passage. Here we have pure Indication, while if we 
take the passage to be a praise of the drawing of fire, then it will be a case 
of Indicative-Indication). Specially as Injunctions and Prohibitions are 
always accompanied by Praise aud Deprecation, respectively: whenever 
we find the one, we can always infer the other, and thereby complete tho 
full sentence. 

The above explanations apply also to the passages occurring in the 
Mahabharata, and Puranas, &c., as with regard to these, we have the express 
in junction One should recite these before persons of the four castes,” — 
which shows that they are the means of accomplishing certain desirable 
ends; and when we proceed to seek for this desirable end, we do not accept 
the mere recitation of the words as bringing about any result; and find that 
the true result lies in a fall comprehension of the causes of Dharma, Artha, 
Kama and Moksha, as also of their contraries, Adharma, Anartha, Duhkha 
and Sansdra,—for the purpose of acquiring those of the former sot, and 
avoiding those of the latter. 

And in certain portions of these works,—as in the chapters on t Dina 


‘ Rajadharma’ and ‘ Mokshadhurma’ of the Canti-Parva of the Mahabharata 


; ; ‘ ; zl ; ; : tha- 
ve meet oven with direct Injunctions; while in others there are Ar 
in actiona 


vadas—in the two forms of: Parakrta’ (those that describo dc describing 

aa having been done by other good men) and ‘ Purākalpa ' ga . i 

certain actions as having been done by good men m bygone f events ant 
As for the other portions, those containing deser!P . 


4 
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stories,—if we accept these in their literal sense, then, with sie jn 
these at least, the Injunction of reciting them would become use 1 
no purpose could be served by these mere descriptions) ; hence we : 
these to indirectly imply the praise or deprecation (of certain courses o 
action). And as these descriptions have been inserted with the sole purpose 
of such praise or deprecation, they need not be necessarily taken as absolutely 
correct with regard to facts. f 
Guided- às they were by their study of the Veda, Valmiki, Vyasa, and 
others composed their works on the same lines as the Veda (and hence it 


is that we find in the works of these men, as in the Veda, 


many apparently 
useless stories, 


&c.); and as those for whom these works were intended 
were persons of varying degrees of intelligence and diverse tastes, it was 
only proper for them to insert every kind of matter in their works ( 80 
that they might be of use to all men). Hence it is that in certain 
parts we find pure Injunctions, while in others the Injunctions are mixed 
up with Arthavadas; and among these latter, too, some have only brief 
Arthavidas, while others have extensive ones; the sole motive for this 


diverse procedure lying in the making of the work attractive to all men, 
Some of these Injunctions (in the Mahabh 


iārata, §c.), are based directly 
“pou the Veda; while others are based upon considerations of ordinary 
pain, as experienced in the world. Similarly, among the 


: too, some are those that appear in the Veda, some are based 
Upon ordinary ex tial ace — aun 


in j perience, while there are some 
— like ordinary Poetry. But all of these have an authoritative. 
ae 3 upon the fact of their praising (the enjoined Actions). 
of 1 for those Portions of the Puranas 
plets EUR ehe any Injunction 
Gandhamadana, ey, listening’ to them,—such are tho descriptions of the 
Go., serve to suomi et as for instance, the descriptions of wars, 
serve a distinetly u S meee as well as the coward, and thereby 
e for the K; a 
ever, where none of these is 958 Kings of men. In those cases, how 
deities, which we » for instance, as the hymus to 
results,—we assum minging about any percep Bale 


however, which are not capable 
some of them are such as give 


( Here ends the explanation of the main Siddhanta.) 


on ee a Though such passages as ‘ Vayurvai kshépishtha 
dévata’ and the like, are not related directly to any actions, yet inasmuch a, 
they can be taken along with an Injunction, they are accepted us authori. 
tative. 


Some people explain this passage in the following. manner : « From 
“the assertion of the Bhashya—Why should there be a praise ? 


Because 
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“without praise, how could people be attracted to, and perform, such ac- 
“ tions’ ?—it seems that the Arthavāđa serves to bring about the perfor- 
“mance of an action by means of praises, or the avoiding of other 
“actions by means of deprecations ; and as it is these very facts—per- 
“formance and avoidance—that are expressed by the Injunctions, we 
“conclude that both (Arthavdda and Injunction) serve the same purpose. 
„ And inasmuch as those that have the same purpose to fulfil cannot be taken 
“ together,—hence in the case of such Injunctive affixes as are without any 
« Arthavadas, or such Arthavadas as are without Injunctive affizes,—we can 
“take them with reference to their own particular subjects exclusively ; 
„and thereby accept them as Persuading or Dissuading from particular 
“courses of actions. Iu those cases, however, where we have a mixture 
“ of both, as only one of them would suffice for the fulfilment of their common 
‘* purpose, it becomes necessary to reject one; and under the circumstances, 
„it is always necessary to show preference to that which is more exten 
“sive; and hence, in accordance with the maxim— that one should 
„ renounce a single person for the sake of the whole family — we come 
“to reject the Injunctive affix (in favour of the much more extensive 
“ Arthavada) ; and not being of any use with regard to its main purpose, 
“the only purpose that the Injunctive affix can serve is to amplify that 
“ Injunction (of actions) which is indicated by the Persuasion contained 
“in the Arthavada that has the sole purpose of aiding it (by such per- 
“ suasion). 
“And as an instance of such amplification by the Injunctive affix, 
“we have the passage— satradudavasaya prshthagamaniyéna yajéran '— 
“where the Injunctive affix in ‘yajéran’ has been explained as only 
“amplifying the performance pointed out by the past participle affix in 
“<: Udavasilya.’ . , 
“ Thus, then, in the passage in question—‘Vayavyam Crétamalabhrta 
“ bhatikamah, Vayurvat ksh@pishthd dévati’—when the Injunctive affix has 
“been set aside, all that is meant by it is the seizing and killing of the Gutta 
t consecrated to Vaya ; and it is this seizing that is spoken of (in the Bhi- 
“ shya) as ‘ Vi idhyuddega’ (the subject of the Injunction). And as an action 
can be praised only after its connection with a desirable result has been 
“established, it is the sentence ending with the clause ‘ bhitikamah’ that is 
“ taken as referred to by the word ‘Vidhyuddega.’ Pi ae 
“ We interpret the Bhashya in the above manner, as meaning the set- 
* ting aside of the Iujunctive affix, because if the Bhashya had meant that the 
“t persuasion is accomplished by means of the Injunctive affix, then it 3 
“ not have put in the word ‘ Uddéga’ (but should havesimply said TEE 
“In reality, however, it is not possible for the Arthgoida to ft ia this 
“along with the Injanctive affix, as pointed out in the Sutra; an? 
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“impossibility that is spoken of in the Bhashya— The sentence cannot: be 
“construed as that one desirous of prosperity should seize.’ 3 
“The assertion of the Bhashya—because prosperity follows from it— 
points out the relationship of the praise and the praised, that has been accept- 
“ed (in reference to the passage in question ) in preference to that of the 
“ Injunctive and the Enjoined, which has been rejected. Thus alone can the 
“fact of the bringing about of prosperity be construed with the passage 
“(that is to say, when the fact of the seizing bringing about prosperity bes 
. “been laid down, the question naturally arises—how is it that it brings 
A abont prosperity ?—and in answer to this we have the following #rthavāda, 

“ which serves to point out the reason for the said potency). 

t “The Bhāshya says—these two facts are entirely different ; aud the Jacke 
“referred to are the two relationships (of the Praise and the Praised, and 
“that of the Injunctive and the Enjoined), (and the sense of the Bhashya 
“is that if we admitted both these relationships in the passage in question, 


“as they are entirely different from one another, we would have a syntactical 
split: consequently we must 


reject the relation of the Injunctive and thé 

“ Enjoined, and admit only that of the Praise and the Praised). 
8 “Says the Bhashya—If we are asked, for what purposé we have the 
‘Praise —...,..; and the Sense of the question is that when yon have set 
“aside the Injunctive affix (the action cannot be enjoined, and) what 
ts would be the use of praising that which is not enjoined ? Or, the ques- 
“ tioner may have in his mind the argument that, inasmuch as the persuasion 
“that you hold to be the purpose of the Praise can be accomplished by 
means of the Inju iz 
“And the Teacher (i. e., the author of the Bhashya),—bearing in age 
1 5 e affix has been set aside, our pur- 
e, and that when both are possible 
i to be given to tlie Arthavada,—says: How else, could it be 
“ attractive ? : 


uestioner, however, 


“The q 
„When the purpose of 


“The Bhashya replies: Not so ; because in all cases where there is a 
“long (involved) sentence, the smaller sentences composing it have no 
“authority or significance of their own (that is to say, the meaning of the 
“Intter cannot have any preference over, or stop the functioning of, the 
“ longer sentence), 


exactly as when a higher number (twenty, f.i.) is 
“apoken of, no importance is attached to the lower numbers (eight, ten 
“twelve, Jb.) It is only when the smaller sentences are uttered b 


y them- 
“selves that they have any authority or significance ; because, in that 
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“case, they do not stand in need of anything else; as, for iustanee, the 
“amall sentonce— The cloth exists.’ But the mere fact of this small 
“ sentence serving all necessary purposes when it is used by itself cannot 
justify the conclusion that.‘ in all cases (even where this sentence is used 
as the part of a longer sentence) all that is wanted will be accomplished by 
“this small sentence alone.“ For a sentence is accepted to be complete only 
“ when it is not accompanied by such expressions as are significant (of a sense 
“more extensive than that afforded by itself); and when there happens 
“ to be such an expression, people who think over it intelligently find that 
“ there is something wanting in it over and above the said expression. But 
“when this somethiug is not perceived, the feeling of want (or defi- 
“ ciency) ceases (and we conclude that there is nothing more really want- 
ing). Hence it is only where this something more is actually perceived 
“that we construe the additional expression along with the former sentence; 
“while when it is not perceived, even though the expression may be 
“there all the same, we do not take it along with the original sentence; 
“and it is only ia such cases that the smaller sentence can have any 
“significance apart from the longer one,—and not in the former case, 
“ where it can have no significance of its own. 

“Tt is with all this in view that the Bhishya says; When there are no 
“vuledictory expressions, the necessary persuasion is accomplished by the In- 
“junctive affix itself; but when there is a valedictory sentence tt is by means 
“of that that the persuasion is fulfilled. 

« Objection : What you say is qnite right, as regards such cases in 
“ which the purposes of the longer sentence and the shorter are different ; 
“as for instance, in the case of The cloth (exists) and is red. In the case 
sin question however, the purpose of the two sentences (the Injunction 
“and the Praise) being the same, isit right that the longer sentence should 
“be used to set aside the shorter one? Thig is what is meant by the 
“ Bhashya passage—That longer sentence which subverts the injunctive potency 
“ of the shorter sentence may well be got rid of, the persuasion being accom- 
“ plished by the Injunctive expression itself. i 

“To this the Bhashya replies: I is true that the persuasion will. be 
40 accomplished by the Injunctive expression, even without the valedictory sen- 
“ tence; but as a matter of fact this latter does exist, etc. The sense of this 
“is that the above objection should have been addressed to the-quthor of 
“the Veda (if there were such a one)—namely, that, when it was N 
“for him to express the persaasion by the shorter Injnnoti ve 3 5 
“should he have had recourse to the longer Valediotory one. 15 er of 
“is no such author, any such objection would be entirely” 

“ol i - ae 2 
j eTa any case, the objection cannot have much force; for the using of a 
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“longer sentence for expressing that which could have been equally well-ex- 
“ pressed by a shorter one, would, at the worst, be only like going to a village 
“by a circuitous route (literally by the way round the pastures around the 
village); and it could not be said to fail in its object, which would be 
“attained all the same, though with greater effort and fatigue. It is often 
“that we meet with such roundabout methods of expression ; as, for 10- 
stance, though the single letter tha would be enough to signify n 
ye often make use of longer words, such as ‘ Akaca’ and the like ; an 
“certainly, we are not taken to task for doing so. In the same manner, in 
“the case in question, though the persuasion could be accomplished by | 
“means of the Injunctive affix alone, yet the Veda has made use of the 
Valedietory sentence for the purpose. n 
f There is yet another explanation that may be given : exactly as gi 
though there are many means of performing a sacrifice, yet it is 7 
“when it is done in the way pointed out by the Mantra, that it brings abou 
9275 best results, —so, in the same manner, though the Injunctive ge 
tar could be got at by other means (such as the Injunctive affix, si 
A yet it is only when it is expressed through the agency of the Valedic 
a that the Action in. question can bese to the best results. p 
141 Another objection is raised in the Bhashya; ‘ Even though the v * 
A very expressions exist, yet as the preceding sentence is in the form of an 
Junction, this Injunctive form cannot be disregarded. , ; . 8. 
“The sense of this objection is this: What you say is allright, as” 


4 e 
K gards cages where the roundabout method is adopted before the shorter -= 
55 known; but in th se; as the shor 


me, make or 2 
“ Then the — eie td ne been accomplished PY 
ae of the Injunctive affix, there is no need of having eee le- 
1 expressions. It may be urged that in that case, these u. o- 

dictory expressions would become absolutely useless. But what of that? 
Let them be useless. l 


“The reply to this is that we have already proved above the useful-: 
“ ness of these valedictory expressions; as' a matter of fact, they can never 
s be absolutely useless; as we have already shown that when the purpose 
“of persuasion is capable of being served by both (the Injanetive affix and 
“ the valediotory words), inasmuch as the latter is perceptibly capable of 
“ being construed with the former, we accept its utility (on that score) in 
„ preference to that of the former. : , 
„The Bhashya puts forward another objection : ‘ The persuasive Ing unc- 


AUTHORITY OF THE ARTHAVADA PASSAGES: 3i 


tion may bè comprehended by means of the Injunctive sentence independently. 
“of the valedictory words. „ 

“ An opponent objects to this objection being raised. over again, it 
“being already included in the former objection. But there is a difference 
“between the two: the former was brought forward with a view to the 
“ total rejection of the valedictory words; whereas the sense of this second 
“ objection is this: Though the compound sentence, as a whole, may be 
“taken as signifying Praise, yet it cannot be denied that the: firat part of 
“it signifies & distinct Injunction ; and if the expressive potency of the In- 
“junctive be once set aside, there being no menus of reviving it, it would 
“come to be absolutely incapable of any significance. 83 5 

“ And to this objection we make the following reply: It is true that 
“ the first sentence has an injunctive potency: but this potency can very 
“ well be discarded ; specially as the fact of its being discarded in one place 
“ eannot deprive it qf its expressiveness in all cases; and conversely, the 
“ fact of its having manifested itself in one place does not necessitate its 
“ manifestation in every other place. As. a matter of fact, in tho casein 
“ question, when the valedictory expressions signify something entirely 
“ different, then the potency of the previous Injunctive is fally operative; 
“whereas when the former expression manifests a potency of its own, 
“which sets aside that of the latter, this latter entirely disappears, lest 
“there be a syntactical split. It is this probable syntactical split, already 
“noticed before, that is again pointed out by means of the present ques- 
“tion and answer (in the Bhashya). Hence we conclude that, inapmuch 
“the purpose served by both (the Injunctive and ‘the Valedictory expres- 
“ gions) is exactly the same, the necessary persuasion should be taken ag 
“ fulfilled by means of the Praise expressed by the latter. 

u Says the Bhashya 2 Stutigabdah stuvantuh kriydm prarocayamand 
“ anushthalrnamupakarishyanti kriydyak. (i.e., the valedictory expressions in, 
és praising the Act, tond to-make it attractive, and thereby help the actions 
“of the agents). f . 

“In regard to this, a grammatical difficulty is raised: The word 
% anushthair should have had the Dative affix (in accordance with Panini’sa 
“ Sutra J—iv—33), as it denotes the persons for whom the actions are made 
“ attractive. It cannot be rightly urged that the said Séra meutions the 
particular root ruci, while in the sentence in question, we have an entirely. 
different root roci Because, whether the root be ruci or rogi, the sense of 
“ attractiveness remains the sahne, and that is the only. conditign laid down. 
“in the Sütra (for the application of the Dative). Nor can.it be wale 
“ that the ‘Genitive affix is due to the fact of the relationship expressed. 
wpe 1, and not any special relation (such as- that of the Dative), 

5 i tually have 

“Because: this cannot be rightly asserted, when we 80%% y a 
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“ particular relation (that of being attractive) ee —— 
“sequently we must construe prarocayamand with kriyayah ; and as for n z 
“persons to whom these Actions are made attractive, the context mr y 
“ points to the performers. Or, Anushtatrnam may be taken with ange 1 
“anti (the meaning being that they help the performers), the word ki ig? a 
“in this case, being taken as the Ablative—the meaning being that th 
“ valedictory expressions serve to make the action attractive, much more 
“strongly than is done by the Injunctive expression (the word kriya ae 
“taken in the sense of Injunction). Or lastly, the word kriyayah in the 
“Genitive may be taken to mean for the sake of the Action. 
“Tu the sentence kancidurtham stuvanti, &. (in the Bhashya) the word 

“ ‘stuvanti? is to be taken as a present participle (Plural, Neuter) ; and the , 
85 meaning is that while eulogising a certain object,—viz.: the object meant fo 
TER laid down, or something related to it—they lay down the — * 
„ omething else related to it; and this laying down is by means of th 
& Praise; hence the authoritative character of the Arthaviida passages can 

be established, only by discarding the Injunctive affixes.” 


snes above interpretation of the Bhashya is not accepted | (by the 

ox îmāñsaka; and that for the following reasons): When the 

affix is discarded, there is nothing to express the Injunction of 

of the p j and as such there would be nothing that would be in need 

the met} “ise. For there is, in this case, no desire, on our part, to learn 
ues or the Verbal Bhavana. 

of the Bla Possible to assume a desire to learn the why and ir 

the Injunction. 185 this, too, could only be with reference to the method 0 

the only difference of tee Praise is only meant to help the Injunction ;— 

` ns why of the Verbal Bhavana from the method of 


enjoined or prompted to do an Act. 


en the Action is merely 
Y, when t} 


1e mere action, the seizing of the 
> 80 long as it is not asserted 


not, there is no desire to know 
whether the Action is praiseworthy or otherwise. And when the idea of 


such praiseworthiness is not desired, the Arthavada passages themselves 
literally only describing certain facts, would not imply any such exe 
cellence, &. i 

And as for the denotation of the verbal root itself, there is no chance of 
any person having any relations with it, or having any desires with regard 
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to it; because all these desires, &c., belong to the Bh@vand. Aud as this 
Bhāvanā will bave been set aside by the discarding of the Injunctive affix, 
what would be there that could be in want of anything ? 

Hence when all the three.factors will have been set aside (along with 
the Injunctive word), we could have no ideas, either of Prosperity as the 
result, or the Sacrifice as the means, or anything else as the method. 
Under these circumstances, even if the excellence of the Action should 
happen to be expressed by the Arthav@da,—unless this declaration of 
excellence be capable of being taken as an answer to the query as to 
why the Action should be performed,—the mere recognition of the fact 
of a certain Action being good, —unless this fact is recognised as a reason 
for its performability,—could not give us any idea of the performability - 
of the Action. Even if, somehow or other, a notion of performnbility 
(Kartavyaté) were got at, the meaning got at would be ‘pragastah kar- 
tavyah’ (i.e., the Action should be made Pee exactly aa wa have 
the expression Patak kartavyah (che Cloth should be made). 

eae 3 3 of the Action is not assumed, all 

ch notio L y useless. And : 3 
sce opin tan Sc yl ndie 
h the Arthavada, would be a very objectionable method to flog” ee 


erase toó juasmuch as the necessary Injunction is already directly ex- 
T 1 by the Injunctive expression, there can be no reasonable ground 
Peer any ‘indirect assumptions of it. The Injunction could be 


ee ae at by means of the Arthavada, only if it had not been ex- 
indire 


ther more direct means; and as, in the present instance, it is 
d out by the direct Injunctive expression, there is no such 


clearly pol. (to avoid which we should assume an Injunction by indirect 


inconsistene, 
ee too, if the Arthavada, by itself, did not serve a distinctly useful 

95 in the persuasion.—as in the case of mere descriptions of events, — 
purp 1 could be discarded. But we have already shown above that 
sae A ser ve a useful purpose in the persuasion, and as such it is not 
n aedi and hence if the necessary persuasion could be accomplished 


a ther means, then there would have been no need of the Arthavdda. 
7 5 as 2 matter of fact, the persuasion, finding no other means of its 
ub, 


omplishment, seeks the help of the Arthavdda itself. 

gi And in all matters relating to the Veda, the assumption of words 

is based upon the sole ground of the apparent inconsistency of certain 

y 1 ecognised facts; and from this assumption of words follows the neces- 

well-r omplishment of tho objects. Hence the persuasion could only lead 

20 dhe assumption of the Injunctive word, and not to that of actual Injune- 
o 


tion, Buton the occasion of such assumption of the Injunctive word, the 


5 
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direct appearance of such a word, in the shape of Glabhata (should seize) 
would bar the way to the inference of any other expressions ; exactly ap in 
the case of the passages dealing with the ‘Aindra’ and the ‘ Vayvya, as 
soon as the injunctive sentence Somena yajēta’ (should sacrifice with the 
Soma)—presents itself, no other sacrifice is assumed. 8 
: Then, again, it is only when two sentences express the same meaning 
that there can be either a rejection of the one by the other; or ya 
may be taken as optional alternatives. But in the case of the Ai 
word and the Arthavada, we find an absolute difference between wn 
meaniugs, the former dealing with that which is to be helped (by t h 
praise), and the latter with that which helps (i.¢., the Praise) ; and as = 
We cannot but take them jointly, construing them together into a sing! 
complex sentence, a 
Ik there were a setting aside of the Injunctive affix, then there woul 
be no trace left of the fact of the action being for one’s own sake or for 
that of others,—a fact that is pointed ont by the number, &c., of the 
Nominative agent (which in the present case is expressible only by means 
of the-Injunctive affix). À 
It may be argued that what we set asido is only the factor of injunction, 
and not the ideas of the number, &e. (denoted by the Affix). But this 2 
+n, Possible; because if the affix be retained for the purpose of fenen 
dad Deen . &c., it could never fail to denote the Injunction 135 ae whas 
(renne denoted and duly cognised can be rejected e 1 
in the ca yt ee of its being not in contact with the si page 
28805 Se o the Oneness’ of the vessel (Vide. III-i-12 eż seq,)—, or (2) 
unt of its being a mere explanatory description—as in the case of 
e Homa done for the sake of one who wants the sense-organs. The 
ever, cannot itself be said to be not-Injunction (hence the 
to bea mere erraten ankle to, the present case) ; nor can it be 15 
is uttered, that which it en; *ription ; because till the Injunctive expressi 
? ab enjoins has not been enjoined or pointed out by 
any other means. As the fact that ; 1 f 
an is pointed out by the passage in 


question, 1 not in the form 2 eizing of the Cuēta dedicated to 
Vaya, which should be gene, ‘8 good or Praiseworthy but in that— it 
should be done, because it is good or praiseworthy,’ , 


In the example of the Udavasānīya that has been cited 
participial affix ‘ktvā, while indicating the mere Action, independently 
of any notions of Injunction or Prohibition, has clearly pointed out 
(literally, attained the position of) the Injunction; and as such it cannot 
serve as a proper example. For if it did not point to the Injunction, then 
the denotation of the verb itself would fall into the place of the object to 
be accomplished ; and as such it would become absolutely useless, 


the g 


above, the 
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Thus we find that the Arthavāda can be said to be taken, along with 
the Injunction, without in any way subverting the Sutra. 

Hence hus the Bhashya declared: The real indicator of the Injunction 
extends up to the expression desiring prosperity’ (in the sentence vayavyam 
puatamalabhéta bhittikamah ), which shows that the Injunction itself is 
included in it; for if the Bhashya did not mean the Injunction to be so 
included, it would have declared ‘the meaning of the verbal root only to be 
the indicator of the Injunction ; bat the mere fact of the meaning of the 
verbal root embodying an action is not enough to justify us in holding it to 
be the indicator of Injunction. Consequently, we conclude that it is the 
Injunctive Affix alone, which, as signifying the Injunction, is held to be 
the indicator of Injunction. As it is not possible for the Arthavada to be 
taken along with that which is pointed out by the Injunction (which is a 
particular Action), the Bhadshya has added the word . Uddéga”’ to the Sūtra 
(the expression Vidhyuddega meaning the indicator of Injunction, which, 
being iu the form. of the Injunctive affix, can be taken along with the Artha- 
cada): The addition of the clause extending up to the word ‘ desirin g 
prosper ty? is ace i the purpose of affording an occasion for the Praise, 
after the Action has been comprehended as bringing about a particular 
desirable result. Und l i i 

Objection : ndor 2 . in & case where the verb is in 
the present tense (fi. Dadhna Juhott ), there being no desire to seek 
after any other thing, athe Arthavada passage could not be taken along 


Reply: Though it is so, yet no other means of cognition being 
licable, the Arthavada comes to be connected with the Injunction, 
18 assumed [to be pointed out, either (1) by the instructions of method 


; jn the Brühmana passage in connection with th 
(contain juhati,” or (2) by che fifth verbal mood Cake Ge 


“ Dad iste f th (Let), or (3) by -the 

t Inconsistency o e Present Tense, which ee 8 
a the assumption of the said Injunction `. ch remains inexplicable 
wi 


pven in 3 5 we assume an Injunction, on the sole strength of 

ne, Arthavada 175 = our only refuge lies in the Apparent Inconsistency 
; Inexplicabi ity of the Praise contained in the Arthavada). Aud so 
(or ə have these resonrces at our command, it is not right to have 
e to the uselessly elaborate processes (detailed above, by the 

t)- 

Opponer peen urged above that if this interpretation be accepted, there 
Id be a syntactical split on account of the sentence being made to ex- 
3 two distinct relationships. But we have sailed clear of this objection 
by putting the sense of the passage in this form: One should seize the 
9 on account of auch seizing being good or praiseworthy. This does not 
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give rise to any syntactical split, becanse that which is enjoined stands in 
need of Praise (for the sake of persuasion) ; and as such, there being no 
necessity for having recourse to any breaking up of the sentences, the two 
factors (viz.: the Injunction and the Praise) can very well be taken to- 


gether. Then, again, if the delineation of such distinct relationships were to 
be marked down as causin 


§ a syntactical split, then the pointing out of 
such factors as the Means, the Result, and the Method (as is done by all 
Injunctive passages) would also have to be rejected as giving rise to such 
a split. 


these facts that we should take the Bha- 
shya passage: This relationship is not what is meant to be expressed. That 


of the passage by itself is not meant to be 
taken as expressing the Injan 


? ction with all its accessories ; because in that - 
case, the Injunction having b 


hashya)—“What is the use of the Praise? ”—is 


of the necessary persuasion having been accom- 
rmer (Injunctive: passage. 


given—How else could there be a persuasion ? 


f the Injunction being helped (in its potency) 
n expr, 0 1 
Tho rites 0 N in the subsequent Arthavada. 


what has gone before, e Bhashya beginning with nanu prūgapi explains 


® fact o 


i assage na hi & 
Praise that the 10 ï 
Signification (of th 7 


is not allowable 


T tion as well as the Praise); and this assamption 
that case, if the AE can be expressed by another sentence. In 
be perform s 


us 
The clanse yatha patah i al 


—“nanvévamapi, He.“ —is that,“ when the 
f persuading, 


f is ca 
Pable o why should it require an 


e Praise can be 
ntence itself. This purpose is 
be said to be served exclusively 


njunetive se 


none other than Praising; and it cannot 
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by the Arthavāda alone; because the object Praised b 
the Injunctive sentence, and no praise being Possible 
that is praised, the Injunctive sentence must also he a 
the purpose of Praising. But it is only when there is no Ava te 
Passage that we have recourse to the highly complicateg Process of attribut- 
ing the signification of both (Injunction and Praise) forthe, Tate ete 
sentence exclusively. $ ada ARES, 
sentence—‘ nanu satsvapi, &e.,’ is to be ex lai 

3 we have the sentence-—ato’smadvidheh, 5 oe eros: as 
of this is that we comprehend the Praise not from the I N N 
itself, but from such sources as the Genitive case, ending, 
tary sentences (in the shape of the Arthavada), and the like. 

Then there is another objection—“ nanu nirapekshadap;, ” &c.; and the 
sense of this objection is this: When in certain cases, even in 5 e —.— 
of any mention of the method of the Particular Action enjoined, the Injuno- 
tion is accepted to have the capability of urging men to that action, where- 
fore should it stand in need of anything else (that may be sought to be 
expressed by the Arthava@da)? And hence, as * matter of fact, even when 
such Arthavada passages actually exist, it is best to disregard or reject 


39 
gei Author of the Bhāshya replies to this objection in 


e the case where we have the Injunctive expre 
bn all independently of all else ; ag in that case, there would 
be i contradiction. But this 18 not possib 1 i the case in question ; be- 
cause in this case, the Injunction 1s expressed by certain Words that stand 
à ther factors (as Praise and the like). Any single sentence can 
in need pe as laying down or expressing only one relationship of a certain 
be accepte ce if we make the Injunction indicate the two factors (of In- 
thing; ar Praise), then there would be an inevitable Syntactical split. 
junction a ntence—esha hi guno, &c.—shows the 

The se s eulogising the factors pointed out by 
Arthavada, a ə reasons, we conclude that the Ar 
* 1 to serve, as helping the Injunctio 

inc 


with these latter. 


Sutra (8). The connection of long-established tradition also is 
equal. 


With a view to justify the word ‘ca,’ the Bhashya has introduced the 
Sutra Am the objection: “The Arthavadas may be accepted as entirely 


” \ 
sac a the reply is that this cannot be; because the aforesaid reasonings 


have shown that they serve a distinctly useful purpose, 


eing pointed out by 
Without the object 
Ccepted as serving 


the supplemen- 


a jocular style: 
sion appearing 


Persuasive force of the 
the Injunctive sentence. 
thavada Passages have a 


ns, by being taken along 
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Or, the passage supplying the reply may be interpreted A SR 
be (tanna), because of the usefulness having been shown in this (af oresa 
manner (evamarthāvagamāt), and also because the connection of iradition, oh 
§c.,—the Sutra being thus construed along with the reply to the assume 

n. i 
i are certain rules and regulations (Dharmas) laid down with regard 
to the study of the Veda; and these have the sole purpose of keeping up the 
traditional system; because the regulations are distinctly laid down in 
the Smrtis, as calculated to preserve such a system; and, secondly, 
because the said regulations can have nothing to do with such other 
human ends, as the attaining of Heaven, and the like; nor have we any 
authority for postulating a different purpose for these regulations, and 
for rejecting the fact of the proper accomplishment of the traditional course 
of study, which in itself is admitted to be distinctly useful, and is most 
closely connected with the said regulations. In connection with the tradi- 
tional system of study, the strict observance of these regulations serves 
the distinctly useful and much-needed purpose of removing obstacles from 
the way of such studies ; and we admit the fact of these regulations serving 
the purpose of removing the obstacles, on the ground of these having been 
laid down with this avowed purpose ; specially as any other use that may be 

assumed could not, in any way, help in the process of study. For if the 


the sacrifices can bring about 
ulations serve the purpose of help- 
plishment of the results of sacrifices). But, in 


gulations would have onl indirect helping some. 
i i y an indirect use, 
thing (the sacrifice) very remote from ene reasons, we cannot 


but conclude these Regulations to Serve the extremely useful purpose of 
pie a A Proper acco nt of his study of the Vedio 


and as such the Reg 
accom 


mplisum 
texts (by the removal of obstacles), K : 


Then, again, we do not want 


the obstacles to b — £ 
a thing that is absolutely useless. p 0 be removed from the way o 


ecause obstacles to such useless things 
; 80 as there may be no useless trouble in accomplishing 
eful purpose (but, on the other hand, 
hinders it.) 

Thus we find that inasmuch as the Ar 
students, with as much respect and atten 


thavada passages are treated, by 
which are apparently useful, we must acc 


tion as the Injunctive Passages 
ept the former also to be equally 
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useful. And as the said Regulations are based upon the Veda (and these 
are observed equally with regard to the Injunctive and the Arthavada ` 
passages), this equal regard must be regarded as authorised by the Veda 
itself. And this regard could not be possible, unless the Arthava 
actually served a useful purpose; and thus, we arrive at the general fact of 
the Arthavada being distinctly useful. And then, in accordance with the 
reasoning embodied in Sütra I—iv—30, finding these passages to be capable 
of signifying Praise, we come to the conclusion that they serve the useful 
purpose of praising (that which has been enjoined in the Injunctive pas- 


da passages 


sages). . 
It z with a view to all this that we read in the Bhashya: The remem- 
brance is quite strong. 1 
Or, this passage may be taken as pointing to the fact tliat the useful- 
ness of the Arthavada passage can be inferred from the fact of all men 
keeping up a firm hold (or remembrance) of the text of the whole Veda, 
which could not have been possible unless all men had been fully con- 
vinced of the usefulness of the whole of it (the Injunctions, the Arthavadas, 
the Mantras, &c., all included). The fact, too, of people having this firm 
conviction of its usefulness is implied by certain Sentences; and as such 
it cannot be said to be (based upon mere 1 Asch assumption, and as 
" in true authoritativeness. 1t were not so, and people 
mi Maga oe portions of Mo, en a 8 per movia Wege 
j nly certain portions of it—either the njunctive 
neh ec ma — 3 PaA And in that case, there 99 10 not 
ig = 9 of the portions thus neglected. But, asa matter of fact, 
* eople have a firm remembrance (of the Arthavada Passages, 
we find tha paa of the Injunctive passages) ; and hence we cannot reject 
e ar T interpolations. And from this too, we cannot but admit 
ope useful, 
we be diate also be interpreted in another manner: The Vedic 
— Veda should pe ana rm. which the Sole purpose is the 
establishing of a long ae (of study), and which has been chiefly 
instrumental in bringing abou the eternal tradition of Vedic study, —refers 
equally to the Arthavada and the Injunctive Passages; inasmuch as both 
ah these equally constitute the Veda; and hence, in accordance with the 
arguments propounded above, there being no chance for their usefulness 
apart from the accomplishment of certain Purposes of man, the Arthavada 
passages must be accepted as capable of expressing Praise, and thereby 
serving the useful purpose of Fate (an Action which has been laid 
down as bringing about a certain desirable result, and thereby persuading 
the man to its performance). 
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Sutra (9). The aforesaid objections are not applicable; be. 
cause there would be a contradiction only if these pointed out an 
action; but as it is they do not point to an action ; and hence there 
is no incongruity. 

With this Sūtra begins the refutation of the ob 


jections urged (in the 
Purvapaksha Sutras) against the authority of the Arthavada passages. 


The objections that have been urged above—viz. : the contradiction of 
the Scriptures and facts of ordinary perception, §c.—against the assumption 
of Injunctions in connection with Arthavadas,—we do not find to be 
applicable to our theory, 

Or the Sutra—when ‘ apraptam’ 
that we do not find the above ex 
objections. 

And the reason given is that if the sentences ( Arthavadas)—that 
speak of the ‘weeping, « cutting out of the fat, misconception of the 
quarters,’ ‘ theft,’ “untruthfulness,’ &c.—were taken as laying down 
lone could there be a contradiction 
ception). But, as a matter of fact, 


is read as ‘apraptam ’—may mean 
planation of Praise to be open to the said 


our theory. 
Or, the expression 


age serves the purpose of helping the Injunctive 
words; and as such, not bei 


action that may be mentio 
Practice ; and as such it can 
There are three differ, 
papattim,—in this case the 


meaning being—we fing the 


ent readings of the Sutra: (1) Apraptancanu- 
Words ‘we find’ have got to be supplied; the 


= . à > said objection to be not applicable, &. (2) Aprap- 
tancanuppattim,—in this case we have to supply the words ‘our explana- 
Gon = ee — 98 being our explanation is not open to the said objection. 
(OF ae ee cantpapattih,—the meaning in this case being—The objection 
is found to be tmapplicable to our theory,—the words ‘found inour theory ? 
being supplied from without, 


Sutra (10). It is indirect description. 
[This Sutra meets the objections ur 

A question is now raised: “The Arthavada mie be lakan. along witli 

the Injunction, when both of thom refer to the same subject; but how can 


they be said to be so related, when their subjects are totally different” ? 


ged in Sätra (1 ).J 


— 
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The reply to this is that there can be an indirect relationship between 
the two. As for instance, when a certain object connected with a certain 
Action is praised, that praise indirectly applies to the other relatives of the 
same Action also; or, when a certain object has got to be praised, we 
praise the source from which it proceeds. And as both in the Veda and 
in ordinary parlance, the praise of one object is found to be applicable to 
-another object related to it, this indirect method of praising a thing is 
often resorted to. And as such, the fact of the subject-matter of the 
Arthavada and the Injunction being different cannot in any way affect our 
aforesaid conclusions. 

The signification of such Praises will be exemplified and explained later 
on;—e.g., when the water is praised as calm, it is indirectly taken to signify 
the fact that anything connected with, or proceeding from water, being a 
source of calmness or peace, would remove the troubles of the sacrificer. 

The present Süira by itself directly meets the cases of the three 
Arthavadas: (1) ‘He wept, and from his tears silver was produced ’; 
(2) ‘ Prajépati cut out his own fat’ and The gods having ascertained it to 
be a sacrifice to the gods knew not the quarters.’ And the following Sttras 
too will be taken as bringing forward arguments in support. of the 
conclusions arrived at under this Ctra. 

As for the means of ascertaining the fact of the Arthavidas under ques- 
tion having secondary or indirect significations, only a few of them will be 
explained now} the rest will be explained in detail under Sétra [—iv—23. 

In the case of the Arthavtda—“ He wept, &.”—each factor of the Artha- 
väda is to be taken along with each factor of the Injunction, becanse of their 
mutual requirements. That is to say, the word He’ (‘sah ) refers to the 
subject spoken of; because this word always denotes the subject treated of. 

Or, the expression ‘tatpratyayat’ (in the Bhashya) may be taken as 
Pointing out the fact of the pronoun tat ' being well-known to refer to the 
subject in hand; and hence whenever the word “Sak” is used, it imme- 

diately points to its base ‘Tat,’ and thence to the subject spoken of. 
Hence the construction of the aforesaid Arthavdda passage should be thus ex- 
plained: ‘That which followed as his tears is the Silver.“ And all this 
is said in support of the subsequent deprecation and prohibition (of the 
giving of silver); and hence after the Prohibitory Passage (that silver 
should not be given), it is only natural that we should have the Deprecatory 
Passage under question. . $ N 
„The Bhashya cites the said deprecatory passage: One whe te 
silver at the Varhi-sacrifice, falls into some trouble (that makes Aail 
in his family) before the year closes.’ The reason why this trou pasà to the 
e giver of silver is next explained: The effect always ee 18 ing, it is 
Cause, if one makes a gift of silver, which is a product of W ies 
6 
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only natural that it should bring about an effect similar to itself, in the 
shape of some tear-producing (heartrending) calamity ; and from all this 
it follows that silver should not be given, 

And thus we find that the Arthavada—“ He wept, &c.”—serves, a 
distinctly useful purpose, being, throngh the said De 
ary to the Prohibition of the giving of silver. 

This Indireet Assertion too is based upon words,—the fact of weeping 
(Rodanu) having been inferred from the mere verbal sound of the word 
‘Rudra.’ And the silver comes to be deprecated on account of the mere 
assumption that if drops of tears, could be solidified, in as much as they are 
white, they would be like silver (and as such this metal being similar to 
tears, should not be given); or, silver may have been spoken as produced 
by weeping, on account of the fact of an expenditure of wealth (of which 
silver always forms the principal portion) bringing tears t 
of persons related to the spendthrift. 

Aud thus we find that in some way or other 
of the Deprecation invariably helps us in getting at 


and as such it does not matter, if the Arthavada is y 
Prohibition directly. 


precation, supplement- 


o the eyes 


a due comprehension 
the real Prohibition ; 
uable to point out the 


ang applied to the passage speak- 
This Passage is taken as praising 
at such persona} 


eulogising the ex- 
ay even his very eye-balls.’ 

rtain event; but no 

orm ; there is always 

signified by it; and hence the 

in reference to this Praise, which 

Ose, tt does not stand in need of 

š a mere description, which e if 

i se (in regard to Dharma) prion, „even 

Or again, the Arthavadas may be taken ; 

2 3 us parts of th : iran 

of an Injunction); and even then thei p re Vorbal Bhavané 
J 1 

5 ; Siving rise, 

rtain action ( may I do this ) 

R 


1 Passages (as consisting of mere 
descriptions} could have no use (the aforesaid idea being accomplished h 


15 tł 
mere recognition of the excellence of the Action, independently se 
descriptions of persons or things). (And in such cases as ‘He wept, and from 


his tears silver was produced,’ the literal meaning is apparently contrary to 
all seuse-perception, and as such totally inadmissible), But in the caso of 


— — 
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such passages as point to the fact of Heaven being attained by means of the 
performance of a certain sacrifice, it is a well established fact, that there 
is no contradiction (of any facts of ordinary perception). 8 

Nor can it be urged that there can be no proper Praise or Deprecation 
indicated by such descriptions as are apparently false. Because the implied 
Praise or Deprecation is always distinétly comprehended (even when the 


description is false). Asa matter of fact, it is only in the case of real des- 


criptions of facts that we find people saying “ What is the use of inferring © 
from it a Praise or a Deprecation, the Description itself is quite trae, 
aud admissible? It is in the case of the false descriptions—where 
that which is generally known to be bad is described as good, or vice versd, 
—that people reason thus: (1) Inasmuch as this sentence describes as 
good that which is generally known as bad, it is clear that it persuades 
me to have recourse to it; and (2) inasmuch as it describes as bad that 
which is generally believed to be good, it distinctly dissuades me from 
it; and having reasoned thus, they engage in the eulogised course of 
Action, which he finds himself unable to aband ou. ao i 

Then again, it is admittéd on all hands that the Veda is absolutely l 
authoritative ; and it is also a well-recognised fact that the knowledge of 
the excellence or non-excellence of an Action known to the man is of help 
in his (i.e. is utilised by him in) engaging in it or avoiding it; and in 
the case of the Arthaväda passages, we find that such knowledge is 
brought about by the Veda itself; and hence we are led to the conclusion 
that we must regulate our actions accordingly. 

Even in the ordinary world, we find that there are certain actions, 
which, though bringing about other results, are held by trustworthy per- 
sons to impart to the performer an excellent Memory (or Intelligence) ; 
and when seeking to persuade a person to do that act, they point ont to him 
the Action as leading to many other desirable results, such as wealth, good 
luck, &., even though this may not be quite true. And having performed 
the Action, as urged by such descriptions, the man actually obtains the real 
result (Excellence of Memory). Though the person prompted knows full 
well that all the results that are described to him do not really follow 
from the Action, and are described to him in accordance with hia own incli- 
nations, yet being convinced of the impossibility of trustworthy persons 
prompting him to absolutely useless (or harmful) Actions, he conelades that 
though all the results described may not follow, yet something desirable is 
sure to follow from the Action; and accordingly he engages himself in 
it. 

In the samo manner, in the case of the Veda, though the real pares 
may have been spoken of in the Injunctive passage itself, yet a W 
vada, even though describing only imaginary results, may serve e pur- 
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pose of making the enjoined Action more attractive to the 1 me 
as such it does not matter whether the results described in it are a 
real; specially as its sole use lies in the persuading of the Agent 0 a 
Action (enjoined), which is accomplished equally well (even w — p 
Results described are only false). And even though the results describe : 
in the Arthavāda are recognised to be false, yet the learned people do no 
abandon the Action praised by it; because they are fully cognisant of the fact 
that the result that will surely follow is the one mentioned in the Injunc- 
tive passage (and this is quite desirable by itself). SE f 

For these reasons we conclude that the fact of the description being false 
does not in any way affect the question. For instance, when a maa zais- 
taking a piece of shell for silver, picks it up, and if in picking up the shell, 
he comes across a piece of real silver, he is not said to have been wholly 
deceived (as to the silver). And as in this case, we have the shell ag the 
real substratum of the notion of silver, so some such real substratum of 
truth can always be found (in the case of the false descriptions contained 
in tho Arthavada) ity of Verbal sounds, 


in the case of the Arthavada—* Prajapati cut out his own 
fat and offered it into the Fire, and there appeared the 


People obtain cattle,” —th 


ments, as these support (‘ panti 


) the creation or living beings 
Vapa’ ( fat? )=the innerm 


ost essence of these Elements—ag 
Fire which (1) the 
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and at the same time, 
On the strength of the Mant 


ng meaning from the 
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righteons deeds—fin 
animal at hand, changed himself, by mere will- force, into 
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ding no other 
the form of an 
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animal, and: then cut out the fat out of his own body, &c.; &o.; and before 
the offering, &c., were quite finished, a hornless animal (aja=goat) rose 
from sacrificial fire.’ This description indicates the fact of the particular 
sacrifice being so quickly efficacions as to bring about its result immediately 
after (or even before) its completion; and that it was for this reason 
that Prajapati took such a lot of trouble over its performance. And in 
this, the descriptive element (as well as the Praise) is quite true. Nor 
does the description of this particular event make the Veda necessarily 
non-eternal ; because like the sigus of each succeeding season, it is possible 
for the same action to be repeated at each beginning of the Creation. 
Similarly too, in the case of the passage PDS od vai dévayajanam, &. 
the word Dévah” S those who shine with cleverness in actions, viz., the 
Sacrificial Priests; and these Priests, having comprehended the Davaya- 
jana, and finding the actions in connection with the Soma to be entirely 
different to what they had been used to, during the performance of the Darga 
and the Pérnamisa, become bewildered as to the course of action to be 
adopted; and as such they are spoken of as not knowing the East from the 
West, &. Thus it is that even in ordinary every-day life, when a man 
is bewildered as to the course of action to be adopted by him, he says: 
be quarters (East, West, &o.), appear to me confused.’ And it is as 
helping to remove this bewilderment that the Aditi sacrifice is praised 
(by means of the said Arthavida passage); and the bewilderment is 
removed on account of there being an interval of time for ascertaining 
the real character of the subject (on which the man is bewildered). That 
is to say, during the time that the man is going through the performance of 
the well-practised primary actions in connection with the ‘Prayantya,’ he gets 
time to recollect bis wits about the Actions that are to come next (about which 
there is generally a confusion in the minds of the performers). Other- 
wise (if the said actions were not performed), and there were no interim 
between the two Primary Actions, the agent would not have time to 
concentrate his mind upon what he would have to do next. And as this 
interim is ufforded by the ‘Aditi’ sacrifice, it is this that is praised 96 
helping to remove the confusion in the Agent's mind. 


Sutra (11). (The indirect signification is) based upon form, 
and upon the character of the greater part. 


[This Sutra meets the first two objections urged in Sätra (2).J , 5 

(The meaning of the Sūtra is that the mind is. spoken eee ad 

the Arthavdda passage, on account of its “form”; ie, just as ia nsme 

has his form or body concealed, &o., so has the mind also; and i K So also 

of “thief” is applied to the mind only indirectly ar figure 3 le, for 
Ap oh is spoken of as ‘lar, on the ground of the speech of people, 
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the greater part, consisting of lies only; and hence the character of the 
speaker is figuratively attributed to the speech itself). 

In ordinary life, whenever something has got to be done, what the 
person does is to form a determination in his mind, and then to express it in 
words or speech, and then to do it; and as such even though the Mind and 
the Speech are very closely related to the Action to be performed, yet 
they are spoken of as of much less significance than gold, because they have 
the character of the thief and the liar respectively. (The said Arthavada 
appearing in the wake of the Injunction that one is to keep some gold in his 
hand). If the signification of the passage rested merely in the said Depre- 
cation (of Mind and Speech), it could only point to a Prohibition ; and it is 
only when signifying the Praise (of gold) that it can be taken along with 

the aia Injunction; specially as it is only the supporting of the Injunction 
that is found to serve a visible purpose; as will be explained later on, 
under Sütra X—viii—7. 


Sutra (12). Because of the greatness of distance. 


(This Sutra meets the third objection urged in Sutra (2).] 

The Arthavada— During the day the smoke only is perceived - occurs 
in support of the declaration that‘ During the day, the Fire goes away to the 
Sun.“ And as to the question—why should this declaration be made ?—, 
Injunction with regard 
“ Stiryo jyotirjyotih sūryah 
ring, and Agnirjyotirjyotir- 


ere we have mantras having 
r. 


to the mantra recited at the Agnihotra—viz : 
swaha is to be employed at the morning offe 
agnih swaha in the evening offering,” wh 
implications intermixed with one anothe 
Question: How can these im 
be intermixed, when we find the 
and Sūrya ?” A 
To this question, some people make the following reply: “The word 
‘ Jyotth’ in the mantra ‘ Agnirjyotih, Ke. , signifies the Stirya, while in 
the other mantra it signifies Agni; and ag such the significations of the 
two mantras become intermixed,” 
But this explanation is not quite 


their 


plications of the said mantras be said to 
m referring to two distinct deities, Agni 


other. That is to say, in a case where any two words are synonymous, 
of them it used, another is not used along with it; so that if- the 
if a tih’? were synonymous with ‘ Sure, it could not be used in the 
word Jyo t orning offering“ Stryopyotih, He.“; while if it Were syno- 
5 0 5 - 4 Ami” it could not be used in that of the evening offering. 
ıymous wi 
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Hence we conclude that the mantras have been wrongly cited. The 
proper mantras to cite here are: (I) Agnirjyotirjyotih stiryah swaha, (2) 
Siryo jyotirjyotiragnih swaha” (the former being enjoined as the mantra to 
be employed in the evening libation, and the latter in the morning one). 
And it is this Injunction that can be taken as eulogised by the Arthavada 
in question; because the Injunction serves to set aside, in this case, the 
general rule that the mantra is th;be employed in accordance with the 
implications of the words composing it; and as such the Injunction being 
one of intermixed implications, it comes to be supported by the said 
Praise. And the reason for this intermixture is lnid down as that, ‘during 
the day, Agni (Fire) enters into the Sarya (the Sun), while during the night 
the Sun enters into the Fire’; and hence it follows that the offerings are 
not to be made only to the deities pointed out in the mantras. 

In this explanation too, the former muntras (cited in the Bhiashya) 
serve as examples of the Injunction that is set aside by the latter Injune- 
tion; and the latter mantras quoted by us, to which the praise of the 
Arthavada refers, were not quoted by the Bhdshya, because they are 
pointed out by the mention of the fact of “the implications being inter- 
mixed” (which could not refer to the mantras quoted). 

Or, it may be that the Arthavada in question occura between the two 
sets of mantras (the one set quoted in the Bhdshya, and laying down the 
libations to be offered to the Deities mentioned in the mantrus, and the 
other set quoted by us, where the implications of the two mantras are 
mixed up in the Injunction). For the latter Injunction we may have 
Some other Praise; the Praise in question referring to the former ( which 
lays down the morning libation to be offered to the Sun, aud the evening 
one to Agni) ; and this praise may be explained thus: Inasmuch as durina 
the day the Fire enters into the Sun, the Sun is the only light 7 and similarly 
as at night the Sun enters into the Fire, Fire is the only light ; and as such it ia 
necessary that the morning libation should always be offered to Surya 
aud the evening one niway to Agni. l : 

Question: But how is it that the passage speaks of the smoke alone, G. 

Answer: The explanation of this lies in the fact, that during the day, 
when we look at the Fire burning at u great distance, we see the smoke only ; 
while at night we distinctly perceive the light (and not the smoke); and as 
such this statement of a well-known fact serves as a sort of basis for the 
- aforesaid Praise. ; A 


Sutra (13). Through the failings of women, the son is.often 
found to belong to the man. 3 


= ie four * antic in Saitek (2)-] 
- [This gzira meets the fourth objection arged in s ; ON 
15 is laid down that,—« during the recounting of tlie Pravaras (the 
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particular Rshis among one’s ancestors) the sacrificer should on eas 
pitarah, &.; as a praise of this recounting of the Pravaras, we have the 
declaration that even a non-Brahmana becomes a Brahmana by this recount- 
ing. 

Against this some people raise the following question: In the case of 
those whose Brahmanical character is well-known, the acquisition of the 
said Brahmanahood would be useless (and as such the recounting of the 
Pravaras cannot be necessary for well-recognised Brahmanas).”’ 

It is in anticipation of this question that we have the declaration“ We 
know not whether we are Brahmanas or non-Brahmanas.” The mention of. 
the known as the ‘unknown’ implies that it is hard to be known ; because 
that which cannot be known easily is as good as unknown; and certainly, 
the fact of any person being a Brähmana is extremely difficult to ascertain, 

on account of the failings of the woman. 

But even in the case of the woman’s failings, 
to the mother or to her master, the caste of 
known, there would be no difficulty 
the caste of the Parents also b 
and so on and on, 


if the son always belonged 
these two being always well- 
in ascertaining the caste of the son; 
ertained by that of the grand-parents, 
ancestors from the very beginning of 
But we find such declarations in the 
‘The mother is only a leathern bag, the son belongs to the 
aer ; and as in the case of the woman having been led astray, it ig not 
easily ascertained who the actual “ father” is,—and it being quite possible 
for him to belong to a caste other than that of the woman,—the offspring; 
in this case, would be one of an uncertain, or even a mixed caste. In the 
Veda too, we read“ one should carefully guard this thread (of caste), 
which shows that the caste is liable to be lost; and as such this passage 


could be explicable only if the caste of the offspring b 
) pring be accepted to bo 
regulated by that of the man. : i 


; e n Because if the caste were not liable to such 
changes, it would remain intact, even when not guarded ; and as such there 
would be no use of the Vedic Injunction just quoted 

Thus we find that there is a : 


Brahmanas; and thereby he himself comes to be recognised as a true 
Brahmana. 


Sutra (14). There is a desire for present comfort. 


[This Sutra meets the fifth objection urged in Sätra (2).] 
That which appears at the present time is spoken;of as “ ākālika ” ; 
and certainly that which does not take much time to appear is what is 
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desired by all men. And hence in the making of the sacrificial House, 
the making of windows is particularly eulogised; because the windows 
serve the immediately useful purpose of allowing an easy exit for the smoke» 
and thereby remove one great cause of discomfort to the persons connected 
with the performance of the sacrifice. Whereas the final R¢sult—Heaven, 
&c.—that would follow from the sacrifice, can appear only ‘after the lapse 
of some time. 

And hence the meaning of the Arthavada—“ who knows whether 
thore is a Heaven, &. —is that, who knows now whether the great result will 
follow from the sacrifice ?—because, the means of knowing that the result 
will come lies in the scriptures ; while we know from direct sense-per- 
ception that the letting out of smoke brings immediate relief; and hence 
it is in comparison with this latter fact, that the fact of the sacrifice lead- 
ing to Heaven has been spoken as “ unknown” (or doubtful),—a process 
which only tends to eulogise the making of windows. , . 

The form “ ākālika” (signifying that which bas its beginning and end 
at the same time) is in accordance with Päuini's Satra “ äkālikadadyanta- 
vacanā” [V—i—114]. 

Some people read “ Akalika” ; and in that case the word means that 
which does not take time in ite appearance.: The word “ kala Sremoteness 

f time: “ kālika ”=that which appears at a remote point of time (käla 
* than); aud hence that which is not so is “ akālika. ” 


Sutra (15). Itis a praising of the knowledge, 
This Süira meets the objections urged in Sutra (3 ).J 
The Arthavadas—“ His face shines, ” and “ His children become weal- 
»_-appearing in connection with the passages enjoining study, they 
not be taken as laying down the results of an Action ; they must be 
simply as descriptions of the ordinarily perceived facts of the face 
une ing beautiful and the person obtaining horses. 
eat the beauty of the face, there is not only one standard. Such pecu- 
za rities as the symmetry of form, the general pleasing propertit casynd the 
neonliar loveliness of sheen, pertain to the faces of woman; whierfsa the case 
lere persons, itis when they are found to be making exce ent declara- 
155 in keeping with good form and reason, that their face is said to be 
“ beautiful.” And hence, in, this case, the ward “ shines or becomes 
beautiful” need not be taken in an indirect sense, the direct meaning ped 
quite compatible with ‘the fact of the passage being a praise of 
learned person. 3 
And as for the declaration that “his children become „ . Eaa 
wealth referred to may be the wealth of Brahmic glory ; and though in thig 
“case the word would bo taken in a figurative sense, yet that could not 
7 


thy 
can 
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militate against the fact of the passage being taken as a praise of the 
learned. 


Sutra (16). The mention of ‘all’ refers only to that which the 
agent is entitled to. 


[The Sutra meets the objections urged in Sätra (4)]. 
The Arthavida—that by the Pūrnāhuti one obtains all that he desires— 
referring to a particular action in connection with the preparation of the 
fire, it cannot be taken as laying down certain results. But it can be 
taken as a praise of the Pūrnāhuti,—the substratum of truth in this Praise 
being found in the fact of the character of the consequence being attributed 
to the means; that is to say, the meaning of the sentence“ He obtains all 
that he desires ”—is that he obtains the fire in all its forms, these being the 
general means of the performance of all actions bringing about all desirable results. 
And the Sutra may be explained in the following manner: Inasmuch 
as the person has duly laid the Fire, he is entitled to the performance f all 
actions, which are the means of obtaining all that is desired ; d it is 
with a view to eulogise this fact of his being entitl ; and i 


of all actions, that the passage i 3 
} ge in 
word ‘all’ with reference a question has 


“There are certain 
btaining of celestial 
í mpossibilities; and these would l “e 
neluded in th í i Giese 
m the category of ‘all that is desired.’ But certainly, for these 
described as actually coming about, even figure, 
ns, in the shape of any action laid down in the 
2 the case of the results that are laid down as 
“explain the word ‘all’ 25 aa enjoineg by the Veda, it is POUDI =? 
4 e referring to them, as referring to th Acti 
1 ont these results, to which th ; i 1 lel an the 
heb Kd n is © person becomes entitled ; on the 


e of the saig ; 3 
“indó, 2 said impossible results, which are also 


gi Je 13 

; g = all, „ cannot take the rd “all’ 

“ bringing about these results & 89 aa en 
„co., Eo; for the simple reason that there 


“are no Actions laid down as bringi # : 
There being a great deal of ieee 555 i results)” 
explanation of the Sutra: In ordinary parlance 225 ae Sot we offer another 
assertions as—“all the rice has been cooked ; and in. aad — u 
mean all the rice in the world, but only that which had been set a art for 
being cooked for a special purpose. In the same manner, when En wade 
says : “one who offers the Pärnākuti, obtains all that he desires,” all that is 


vids through the mea 
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meant is that the person becomes capable of obtaining all the results that 
follow from the Actions that are performed in connection with (conse- 
crated) Fire. And as such there can be nothing incongruous in the said 
Arthavada. 


Sutra (17). The result being accomplished by means of Actions, 
there would be a difference in the results in accordance with the 
measure, or extent of the Actions, as in the ordinary world. 


The assertion made in the S#éra would be of use in the consideration 
of such sacrifices as the Agnihotra and the like, all of which lead to the 
game result, in the shape of the attninment of Heaven. All effects being 
similar to the cause, all the results that would follow from the mere 
Parnahutt, would be in small measures. And hence for one who would 
want to obtain the results in great measures, the Veda lays down other 
Actiong—such as the Agnihotra and the like; and henge. the Injanctions 
of the Actions cannot be said to be useless. i i 

Against this the following objection is raised : In the ordinary world 
“we actually perceive the results of such actions, as the cultivating of fields, 
u Go, to be in keeping with the causes; while in the case of the Pirnahuti, 
“the matter resting altogether upon the authority of the scriptures, inas- 
« much as 2° distinct result is specially mentioned (as following from it), on 
« what basis can We make the said specific assumptions with regard to its 
“results? For as a matter of fact, there is no difference between the 
“ Heaven 28 attained by means of the Agnihotra, and that reached by 
9 Jyotiahtoma ; nor in such. a transcendental matter, can we have any 
“ functioning of Inference; (and as such we cannot admit of any difference 
i the result as obtained by means of the Pirnahuti and the sa 

between by means of certain other sacrifices).” ii 
as A aie wo make the following reply: The specification 
o 
assumed is 


: t 
ed upon the strength of the Injunction it hat we have 
say, if the res” 


t obtaiued by means of the simpler ronan That is to 


that obtained by the more elaborate Action, then, 50 Man 3 l 
Aeae t baving been Spenar by ESTA of the former, no persourweitld 
988 clined to the 13 55 elaborate and difficult r evs Baya the proverb 

e If one 082 find t E 3 house, why should he go to the 
distant mountain, all its otioienes ( 9 Injunction (of the elaborate 
Action) gould Ios? 3 15 peu (which only lies in urging people to 
Action). ut 88 er of fact, the efficiency of the Injunction 


A ide; aud as such the very Injuncti ` elabo 
can pe. get 231 ; . very Injunction of the elabo- 
Ep points to the fact of its results being greater than that 
of the simpler Action,—as is explained under the S#ra I—iv—30. Conse- 


quently as the assumption of the particular result of the Vigvajit sacrifice 
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is accepted as authoritative, so also is the differentiation of the measure or 
quality of the result (following from the Pūrnāhuti as differing from the 
same as obtained by means of other Actions). 

And when of two actions, one is greater than the other, even though 
no difference in their results ig directly mentioned, yet there must al ways 
be a differentiation of the extent of the results, based upon their respective 
positions; That is to say, in a case where the subsidiaries are mentioned 
in the same order as the Primary, that which is mentioned first is performed 
with the first Primary, and soon ; and exactly in the same manner, in the case 
of Actions, when the s 


maller Action is performed, the result that appears 
in its connection is always of the same character (7.e., small); and so on 


with the great Action, it is only a great result that appears; and thus we 
find the results differentiated on the 


We also meet with direct scri 
differentiation. For instance, Homa, we 
have the following Arthav : “ When one 
performs the Agnihotra, he obtains a result ten times that of t 
sacrifice, in a single night o ai l ia 
By the due performance of the smaller Agnihotra for ten years, 
obtains the result equal to that of a single performance of t 
Piirnamasa ; and this clearly shows that the smallness or 
the Action makes the result also small or great respectively. 

W een said aboye applies to the last two 
ras of the Purvapaksha), 
Just as the deprecation of Speech 
signify the praise of gold 
on the bare ground woul 
the praise of the 
prohibition. And the Prohibition of th 
may be taken as the statement of a 
support the prohibition of the 


ort such 


the person 
he Darga— 
greatness of 
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"ainge of the golden plat 
As for the mention of non-eternai (4. ~ Plate. 


~ iing 4 
been explained under Stra I~i—g). è A this has already 
The use of this discussion lies in the Consideration of tlie A 
sacrifice, in connection with which the Pércapaksha is thee the restift 
of this sacrifice is the attainment of Heaven, while the rag 
(Siddhanta) is that its real result is that which is — ta oie 
Arthavãda passage relating to it. 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[Treating of the Arthavida passages that have the form of Injunctions.] 


Sutra (19). “It would be an Injunction, as laying down some- 
thing not known before; because a mere description would be 
useless.” 


it is onty wh 
that thee can beany use for the Arthavida. And it is whi 
hended, that all the factors of 


A nate i ecially so the factor of the Result, 
the moat important factor (in the Bhavana, and as such the first to ha - 
prehended, in the indication of the Injunction). „ 
to these facts that the Pareapaksha in the S. - Penas of its laying down 
something not known before; and >. N iacomparison with this that it 
deolares the mere erf,“ r. Praise u emelegs. l 

hee a AN Las, of che discussion, however, thè-fôHowing objection is 
Thus, against the Adhtkarana as a whole: We have a-coisideration of 
„Stich Injunotions and Arthavidas of Results, later on, under the Sätras 
IV. 1 et 6 and as such it is · not proper to infroduve the game dis. 


it Cuasion, in this place.” b 


— 
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i : he discus- 
i people make the following reply: ‘As t 
15 W 15 the Fourth Adhyaya is introduced here for the 
sion tha 


first time, the above objection should be raised with reference to that 
rst time, ick 
Adhyaya and not to this. 


This may be true enough; but if by postponing the discussion till ee 
Fourth Adhyaya, we can procure a better reply to the objections gn À 
Arthavadas, it is only right that wo should seek for it there. Inasmuc as, 
however, it was equally reasonable for that same reply to have been given 
on the present occasion, there could not be much harm in its being put for 
Te reply to the said objection as follows: It is only the 
b 10 of the fact of the passage cited being an Injunction of Result that is 
explained in the Fourth Adhydya, whereas in the present Adhikarana, it is 
the character of the Arthavada that is denied (in the Pirvapaksha) ; because 

the clause—it would be an Arthavada 


(in the Sūtra IV—iii—1)—must be 
taken as denying the fact of its being an Injunction. 
But this explanation is not right ; because t 


hose Arthavada passages, 

that would be denied (in the Fourth Adhyaya) the character of Injunctions, 

and would thereby become open to the charge of uselessness, have already 

been shown, in the foregoing Adhikarana, to serve the distinctly useful 

purpose of praising ; as has been shown with regard to the sentence“ His 
ace becomes beautiful, &c.” 


3. Some people meet the aforesaid ob 


jection thus: It ig only right 
that sentences like ‘Vayu is the eftest deit 


y’ should be taken as Praise; 
h sentences as the one c 


ited in the present instance 
is different; and though the present Adhikarana serves to make it a mere 
Praise, denying it the character of an Injunction,—yet there is something 
left to be done; and it is this: just as the character of Injunction is denied 
to the said Passage, so also can the character of Praise be denied to it, as 
the case of the present passage is not similar to that of the former passage ; 
and hence it is absolut 


ely necessary that we should accept it as an Injunc- 
tion, so that any dissimilari 


s : ty to passages appearing at a different time 
would not affect its position; and it is this latter point that is very rightly 
Teised in the Fourth Adhyaya 


But even this explanation is not quite satisfactory; because even 
though the collective argument, that there is a clear disagreement with the 
Veda, may be a new ous) and = in this much, there may be no 
repetition, yet the bodies ot the Aunibaranas retain the same. As for the 

‘disagreement’ (or dissimilarity), too, there is none of “these thathas not 
been met and explained under Sutra I—ii—10; and hene 


e these very argu- 
ments could be brought forward again, 


whenever any such disagreement 
ould be put forward against any Arthtvada passage. 
w 
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4, With a view to all this, some people offer the following explaua- 
tion: The present Adhikarana, in its Pérvapaksha, speaks of Injunc- 
tions“ in general, without any specifications; while in the Fourth Adhydya, 
we have the expression Declaration of the Result” (. Phalagrutth’); and 
hence the passages considered in the present Adhikarand are such of the 
Arthavadas as have the form of the Injunction of all such factors as the 
Substance, Property, Action and the like; while those treated of in the 
Fourth Adhydya are only those that have the form of the Injunction of 
the Result only. For instance, Sutras 23 and 24 of this Pada, are 
found to refer to such instances as— The Horse has its origin in the 
Water, and the Cane also has its origin in the water, and the like (which 
treat of the mere forms, &c., of Substances); and if the present Adhikarana 
also referred only to such Arthavadas as have the form of an Injunction of 
Result, the citing of the said passage would be entirely irrelevant. 

But though it may be so, yet in that case the subject matter of the 
Adhtkarana in the Fourth Adhyaya would be only a particular phase of 
that of the present Adhikarana ; and so would be included in it; and as such, 
the repetition would remain unexplained. Consequently some people dis- 
regard the examples cited in the Bhashya and set about citing other in- 
stances, with the restriction that under the present Adhikaraga they cite 
only those Arthavadas that have the forms of the Injunctions of the Sab- 
Stance, o., while under that in the Fourth Adhydga they cite those that 
have the form of the Injunction of Results. 

But upon this, we have to make the following observations: Is it abso- 
lutely necessary to have two Adhikaranas that we should put this restriction 
upon the examples to be cited P Then again, as a matter of fact, n mere 
difference in the examples cited does not make the Adhikaranas necessarily 
distinct ; because in that case, there would be no repetition in & čase Where 
certain discussions, having been carried on with regard to the sacrificial. post 
as made of the Khadira wood, should be repeated again with the sole differenco 
thatin the latter case the post as made of the Udumbara wood would be cited 
as the instanco. As a matter of fact, the subject matter of Adhtkuranas 
being, not any pa ticular examples, but certain rules (and arguments in 
support of the rules), it is only when there is a difference in the rules treat- 
ed of in the two Adhikaranas that these can be accepted as distinct. And 
as for the Arthavddas having the form of the Injunctions of Substances, all of 
these too are not considered under the present Adhikarana,—some of these 
being Considered under Sätra I—iv—23, some under Satrus III-iy— I, et seg ; 

some in the shape of Parakrta’ and“ Purakalpa’ under Adhyäya. VI, some 
under IX —ii— 29, and others, having the form of the Injunctions of tho Jar- 
tila and the Guvidhuk, in Adhyäya X. And hence what, we should say in reply 
to the aforesaid objection is that such repetition is not very objectionable, 
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Or, we may justify the two Adhikaranas on the following four 
grounds :— 

1. One and the same rule has one part of it discussed under the pre- 

sent Adhikarana, and another part in that of Adhyaya IV. 

2. The subject-matter of the the two Adhikaranas may also be explain- 
ed to be entirely different. What is done under the present Adhikarana is 
that all Arthavada passages having the form of Injunctions are shown to be 
Arthavadas, and not real Injanctions. While under the Adhikarana in Adh- 


“ When an Injunction has 


1 need of a certain result 
“(for the sake of which it would lay down an Action); even though the 


“result that appears in the Arthavdda is mentioned with another osten- 


“ 1 1 sae 
i 5 15 one that enjoins the particular result—the obtaining of fame,— 
ne passage speaking of the ‘ Juha made up of leaves’ cannot but 


attribute to it two purposes 
; and as such the passage in 

o same process 
karana from those deal 
latter may be taken ag 
with reference to ; 
the Pūrvapaksha of en 7 Pbosed objections and questions based upon 


may be employed in differentating the present Adhi- 
ing with Nivita, Ko. 
consisting of som 


as to whe 


. N . > 1 ti 
misha fei.) that is mentioned in the Veda as having N 


. 3 dants of that great man, or by 
all men (and it is this extra question that is treated of in the Adhikarana 


in Adhyaya VI). The discussions with regard to“ Üha” and Badha.” 
as contained in Adhyāyas IX and X, are also of a similar character (dt. e., 
dealing with extra questions). And as for the Sütru I.—iv—23, it merely 
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points ont the several grounds for accepting a Word in its Secondary or 
indirect signification. And as such in none of these do we find any use- 
less repetition. i 

3. Or, the difference between this Adhikarana and that in Adhyaya IV 
may be explained on the ground that the present Adhikarana treats of 
only such passages as have the form of the Injunctions of Results, in which 
the factor that expresses the Praise is distinct from that which mentions the 
Result; as for instance, the passage cited in the Bhéshya. The sentence, 
‘The udumbara is powerful and so also are tho animals,’ which signifies 
Praise, is distinct from the sentence ‘ For the increase of power’ (appearing 
at the close of the passage) which points out the Resuli (that follows when 
the sacrificial post is made of the Udumbara wood); while in the Fourth 
Adhyaya, the discussion is with reference to those cases, in which the 
same sentence may be taken either as Praise or as a mention of the 
Result. . ; 

4. Or, lastly, the difference between the two Adhikaranas may be 
explained thus: The first Stra of the Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhyaya 
[IV—iii—1] lays down the fact of the passage being for another's Purpose 
(pararthatvat) as the reason for the conclusion arrived at; and as it jg 
only a well-known reason that can be bronght forward in all discussions, tho 
passages that can serve as instances for this Adhikarana 
that are well-known to be for another's purpose, 
whoso Juhi is made cntirely of leaves, &.“ In thi 


relation with the result. It is à general rule that 
property (or qualification) is laid down, w 
particular result, 1 a 55 Proper r 
for itself; we cannot get old of any such r 
context (in which tho a oo occurs). And hence, if the passage— 
“t one whose Juh 18 MACS OF leaves never bears any evil spoken of himself 
be taken to imply the injunction— that one should think of obtaining the said 
result by means of the particular Property of leafiness,—the question naturally 
arises; wherein is this property to exist (as the mere abstract property by itself 
can be of no use) ? What 18 the object (which, having the property of leafiness, 
Would accomplish the said result)? It cannot be the Juht; (1) because that 
Would lead to a split in the sentence; (2) and until the Action has been 
found (in which the Ji uhi is to be used) the Juha itself is not an accomplished 
(fally comprehended) object (and as such cannot be taken ans bringing about 
any results); nor is there any authority (in the sentence itself) for con. 
necting the Juhũ with any action. 

And thus (not having all the necessary factors fulfilled, il we accept 

8 
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the aforesaid construction or explanation of the EN AM 110 T 7. w 
have recourse to another explanation (or construction). 5 — 
said sentence occurs in the same context as the sentence —! one P seo 
libations by means of the Juhu; and when we come across this se a 885 
it becomes necessary for us to know the kind of the Juli that is Z 
employed ; but the sentence itself does not afford us any information a 
this head; and this want of information is found to continue until the men 
tion of the fact of its being made of leaves ; and as until this information 1s 
obtained, the use of the former sentence ( Pours libations by means of —— 
Juht”) is not fully comprehended, the latter sentence (declaring the fac 
of the Juhi being made of leaves) comes to be recognised as subsidiary to 
the former (declaring the fact of the libations being poured by means of 
the Juhu made of leaves). Thus then, all the information that is wanted 


in connection with the Juha having been obtained in this very sentence, 
there is no reason for the assumption of a result. 


And as such it is only 
proper that the sentence should be taken as an Arthardda. (Such is the 
upshot of the Adhikarana in Adh, IV). 

In the present Adhikara 
example, the declaration 


na, on the other hand, we have for our 
the Udumbara wood 


of the fact of the sacrificial post being made of 
y , Which is met with in the context treating of the 
we be sacrificed at the Subsidiary sacrifice; and the fact of this 
eclaration being for another's Purpose is not fully recognised ; and as such 
this could not form J ee 


: the subject of the Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhyāya. 
Specially because, in the present case, unless the post has been already 


recognised (from other Sources), it is not possible to have any declaration 
of its character ; and the 


recognition of the post is accepted as fulfilled by 
means of the sentence treating of the Primary Sacrifice, which speaks of the 
post as made of the Khadira wood; and as such all the information (even 
that of kind or material), that is wanted with regard to the post, having 
been obtained by means of this passage itself, there is no use for any 
injunction of another materia] (the Udumbara wood) for it; and conse- 
quently the sentence (speaking of the post as being made of the Udumbara 
wood) is taken (by the Pirvapaksha) as only an injunction of the Result 
(attainment of power). As for the 


information with regard to the 
substratum of the property of being made of Udumbara wood, this too is 


supplied by the mention of the “post,” in the sentence enjoining the 
Primary Sacrifice; and as such this too does not affect the former conclu- 

ion. Thus then, we find that, prior to the ascertainment of the sentence 
51 5 . . * . 

ing for another’s purpose, it is absolutely necessary to connect the action 
being „ken of with a certain definite result, —this connection being 
therein poke of other arguments (than those based upon the 
worptained by meaus 1 1 Ra LIV 
uscel tai ` d l being for another's purpose, as dono Adh, V) 
inct of a i 
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And as such the introduction of this present Adhikarana becomes ne- 
cessary. . 
There is yet another theory with regard to these two..Adhikaranus: 
Both the sentences—the one dealing with the fact of the post being made 
of the Udumbara wood, as well as that speaking of the Jukũ being made of 
leaves—can serve as examples, in both Adhikaranas (the present as well as 
the one in Adh. IV). And inasmuch as two different factors of the Bhāvanā 
are treated of in the two Adhikaranas, they cannot be said to be mere 
repetitions of one another. Both of them are equally capable of being 
connected with certain means and consequences, only when they are put 
forward in their full efficiency, and not otherwise. And in the Adhi- 
karana in Adh. IV, the discussion is based solely upon the factor of “ consc- 
quences,” and that of the “ means” is either purposely disregarded or taken 
for granted; and the discussion then turns mainly upon the following ques- 
tion :—Is the Result capable of being rightly pointed out by means of words 
that speak of it as being accomplished at the present time, without any 
mention of the word “Kama”? While in the present Adhikarana the dis- 
cussion is with regard to the factor of the “means,” that of the conso- 
quences” being either disregarded or taken for granted; and the discussion 
turns upon the following question:—In the absence of any Injunctive 
affix, is it possible for certain Substances, Properties or Actions to be 
laid down as the meaus of obtaining definite results? Whatever may be 
pointed ont in a certain form, it stands in need of the cognition of a certain 
definite co-relative, and comes to be related with. auch a one, as ex- 
pressed by another word. And hence when a certain sentence has been 
recognised as pointing out thë Consequences, the rest is taken to indicate 
the Means; and vice versd; thus both factors being ascertained in their truc 
forms. Consequently, the factor of the “Means” that is considered under 
the présent Adhikarana, comes to be connected with the factor of the 
“Consequence”; and if is this connection as here indicated that is 
accepted, in Adh. IV, as a well-established fact, and serves as the reason 
for the conclusion there arrived at. Conversely, the indication of the factor 
of the “ Means,” that we have in Adh. IV, is here accepted as a well- 
established fact, and is only slightly touched upon. And thus the two _ 
Adhikaranas are not mere repetitions. cake 
Objection: But in that case, the present would be a discussion with 
regard to the indication of the Injunction,—and as such could not have 
any connection with the Adhikarana on Arthavāda.” a ji 
Reply: This does not affect the case; because the signification er 
Injunction is got at through the Arthavada. That is to 88y, if the ral 
Spoken of were, in the very first instance, comprehended as e ee 15 
then the passage could not have the character of the Arthavãda bu 
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it is only through the Praise (as signified by the passage) that we compre- 
hend the Action as being enjoined; and as such the character of the 
Arthavada is not denied to the passage. 


The sense of the PURVAPAKSHA embodied in the Sätra is this: 
“That which is declared in close proximity to the Result, cannot but be re- 
“cognised as the Means, even though it is not expressly laid down as such ; 
“ because on hearing of the Result, our only desire is to know the Means. 
Aud hence, just as in the case of the mention of the Result, we at once 
“comprehend the Sacrifice to be the means, on account of the expression 

“*Yageia’ (“by means of sacrifice’) directly presenting itself to our mind; 
“so in the same manner, the mention of the Result, in the case of the 
“ passage in question, would at once bring to our mind, the expression 
Aud umbarena (‘by means of the post made of the Udumbara wood’). 

For, what could a direct Injunction do? It could only prompt the agent 


“to action, And as this prompting i } 
‘ pting is done by the mere mention of the 
“ Result, what would b x y 


í e the use of a distinct direct Injunction? Or, the 
4 LAGE may be taken as merely Pointing ont the connection of a certain 
4 with that which has been enjoined in a passage laying down the 
ý 3 153 h certain Action. Or, the Injunction may be taken as 
; eee. 1175 16 fifth Mood, Let. And it has also been already explained 
ih seo Junction may, in certain cases, form only a part of the 
“ 
Py Hep mS conclude that the Dative ending in Avarudhyai’ denotes 
j: purpose; and as such the Result is pointed out (by means of this affix) 
even more clearly than 


: it would have been by th ee a f 
“and hence it is with ref y the word ‘kama’ itself; 


erence to this Result that th joi 
“ post to be made of the Udumbara wood. Cee a 


ö (It is in this way alone that the 
“ passage can be interpreted as an Injunction). It can never be an Injune- 
“tion of the Result; because it is shown under II—i—1 et seq that there can 
„never be an Injunction of the Result. 


net fu l As for the sentence— The Udum- 
“ bara is power —it is a distinct Praise of the particular wood; and there 


is nothing incongruous in this, Consequently, inasmuch as it is possible for 
“tho passage as a whole to be taken primarily, or directly, as an Injunction, 
“it is not right to take it in its indirect sense—making it indicative of 
“mere Praise.” 


Sutra (20). “Obj: As in ordinary parlance, so here also.’ 


“ Against the above we may have the following arguments: ‘ In ordi- 
“ nary experience, we find that people never make use of the slightest expres- 


— 


-or 4 Oi — — — 


— Bn a 95 


— 


— 
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“ sion, without some purpose. As for instance, in ordinary parlance we 
“meet with such assertions as: This cow should be brought, tt gives a 
“large quantity of milk, §c., Go. And here the former sentence—The cow 
“ should be brought—laying down something to be done, the latter sentence 
“is taken as a praise of the cow, which lends more force to the former 
direction, and thereby prompts the Person concerned to speedy action. And 
“the mention of the fact of the cow giving much milk is never taken as 
“ tho injunction of any transcendental result; as it is 2 directly perceptible 
fact in itself; and hence it cannot but be taken as tho praise of the cow. 
“The same reasoning can be employed in the case of Vedic ‘passages also. 
“ And as for having recourse to indirect indication, as no direct assertion 
“is possible, there can be no objection to it.’ 


Sutra (21). “ Reply: Not so; because it is known before- 
hand.” 7 

“To the last Sutra, we make the following reply: The instance that 
“you cite does not apply to the present case. Because a Praise depends 
“ upon certain conceptions derived from other means of knowledge; and as 
“the operation of such other means is possible with regard to the facts of 
“ ordinary experience, we can accept such ordinary assertions in the sense 
“of Praise. Inthe Veda, on the other hand, as we have descriptions of facts 
“ not otherwise known, people would have no faith in them; as even in 
“ordinary parlance, people do not believe a person who describes what i 
“absolutely unknown. 

“Says the Bhashya: Pérvavacanddiva; and this may mean that 
people do not have any confidence in descriptions of unknown facts, 
“exactly as they have none in the Injunctions of facts already known; or 
“it may be taken as æ simile of contraries, the meaning in that case 
“being that in the descriptions of unkuown facts people do not have the 
confidence that they have in those of well-known facts. 

„And then again, the mere mention of the fact of the cow giving much 
“milk does not serve to persuade the person; it is only when he 
“ actually sees the cow giving much milk, that he is persuaded to take it. 

“In the Veda too, finding the Arthavada to be false, the person would 
“begin to suspect the authenticity of the Injunction connected with it; 
“and as such, he would not undertake the Action, And one, who would 
“neglect the Injunction and seek for the Arthavada, would be taken as an 
„ unbeliever of Injunctions. And if one has no confidence in Tajunctions, 
“ wherefore should ho have any in the concomitant Arthavdda ? PAR 

“ Then again, in the Veda, we find a disagreement from ue sgh 5 
“of experience; as for instance, the passage in question praises fha Achion 
“as fulfilling a reservation of power at the present time; while no such 
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“reservation is perceptible; and thus this declaration of the Veda would 
“ be exactly similar (in falsity) to the description of a cow as giving much 
“ milk, when as a matter of fact it gave no milk at all. 
As a matter of fact, the Udumbara is not found to have the character 
“of (strength-giving) food, which, for this reason, cannot rightly serve as 
“the Predicate of the Minor Premiss; nor is it found to be invariably con- 
“comitant with the appearance of power; and hence it cannot serve as the 
middle term (the subject of the Major Premiss). That whatever is food 
“is also sacrificial post is a fact recognised, neither in the Veda nor in 
“ordinary experience; and as such the assertion is entirely absurd. 
“t And thus, as by making it signify mere praise, we find it to be 
“incompatible (with facts of ordinary experience), it is much more 


“reasonable to take it as an Injunction than as a Praise, which stands in 
“need of the corroboration of experience,” 


— (V V— 
In reply to the above we have the following: 


SIDDHANTA, 
Sutra (2). The fact of ita bein indirectly impli ii 
i tly implied by the 
tence hag alreay been explained. ý aire 
The sentence 
with the clause 
Justification of this 


the Udumbara is strength —is to be taken together 
for the increase of strength’; because it embodies a 
Aa latter i and itis not a distinct Praise apart by itself. 
porn ont ines assertion of the Udumbara being food does not serve to 

hile th wo faot of its being Something excellently desirable for man ; 
Win’ there is no doubt that the assertion — for tho increase of strength 
me to make the Particular action Specially attractive to him; and 
hence it is only right that the other sentence Udumbara is food 
should be taken as justifying 


9 and supporting the said attraction (or 
persuasion). Therefore the whole Prüsse may be taken either as point- 


ing out a definite result as following from the Action in question, or ag 
persuading the agent to that course of Action. 


And even if there were an Injunctive word, a passage like the one 
in question could not but be taken as an Arthavada; and it is all the Mote 
so, when the verb in the passage is only in the Present Tenso, which has 
the sole purpose of accomplishing the Injunction. And when we find the 
context distinctly pointing to a definite purpose in the shape of the effect 
that it has towards the fulfilment of the sacrifice, - hat could bo our reason 
for assuming a separate result, for the expression of which we here no 

direct word? Nor can it be urged that, that which is indicated by the Context 
is always seb aside by that indicated by the Sentence itself. Because in the 
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case in question there is no contradiction of the one by the other. That is 
to say, it is only when two contradictory facts are indicated both by the 
Context and the Sentence, with reference to one and the same object, 

that there can be any rejection of the one by the other. But in the 

passage in question, we have the Context pointing to the injunction of the 

post being made of the Udumbara wood; and this Injunction takes within 
itself the persuasion expressed by the sentence‘ the Udumbara is stren gth’; 

and certainly, there can be no contradiction of the Coutext, which, in this 

case, is found to indicate the Injanction of the Udumbara, as qualified by 

the said persuasion. Thus then, there being nothing to indicate any Injune- 

tion of the Result, there is no possibility of the Context being set aside; 

and as such we cannot very well disregard the signification of the said 

Context. . 

(Even if the whole passage be taken as laying down a Result) the 
persuasion, which is held to be indirectly implied by the sentence, could 
never be accepted as being assumed through the implications of the Injunc- 
tion itself, Because in other cases it might Le possible for the Injunction 
toimply 2 persuasion ; but in the case in question, the Injunction itself 
is extremely weak (not being mentioned by any directly expressive Injunc- 
tive affix, &c.) ; and as such, what could it do with the persuasion P 

Then again, that which has once been made to serve the purpose of 
praising (a certain action) can never rightly be accepted as having any 
action towards the pointing out of any results, like the acquiring of fame 
(said to follow from the Juhi of leaves). In the case of the Hatrisatra, 
we have recourse to a highly complicated assumption, because there is no 
other way out of the difficulty; while in the case in question, we have 
already shown that a particular purpose (served by the Action in question) 
is distinctly pointed out by the Context. 

The particular species (Udumbara) is, by its very nature, known as a 
part of the more extensive class ‘Wood’; and it can never be taken as 
pointing to any Result. The word“ post’ (Yüpa) also denotes the piece 
of wood as affected by tho sacrificial performance; and as such it can 
be taken as only indicating the post ns it presents itself. And thus all 1927 
words being found to serve totally extraneous purposes, the sentence (con 

+ em) cannot but be taken as an Arthavũda. : ; 

PR ie urged above that, inasmuch as Do 3 5 

Fo. — would be available, the ‘ post’ does not stand in 175 5 4 505 ‘dalle 

of the special class of wood (the Udumbara). gue the distinct 

correct, because just as in i 5 8 . 640 e pleed sets aside the 
mention of Reed as the special kind of grass to =- and the lite the use 
possibility of the use of any other gras Hue ing empl in other 

of which is indicated by the fact of their being i i 


* 
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is taken as bringing about a definite result, 

The only difference, however, between us j 
making of the post of the Udumbara wood hei 
agent (as bringing about a particular resul 
for the sake of the sacrifice (which is h 


s this: In your case, the 
ngan action for the sake of the 
t), while the Khadira, &., are 
elped by the post), the former 
y, by the mere chance of their 
‘ereas according to us, both being 


» there would be a direct co-subjectivity 
between them, which makes the setting aside, of the one by the other, more 
natural. 


And when a certain definite kind 
View to a certain result,—just as the 0 
offered, with a view to obtain for ¢ 
there is no idea of the 
admit of any such res 


of wood has been laid down with a 
urd is laid down as the material to be 
he sacrificer efficient sense. organs. 
substratum of the Class (and for this also we cannot 
ults following), That is to say, it is the Animal 


Sacrifice’ that is the Primary action concerned; but this is found incap- 
able (of any relationship with 


i the Ulumbara wood) ; while the ‘ tethering 
of the animal,’ is found fo he e 


held to 


F & certain proper ty (the Udumbara-ness of the post) 
au Part of the Primary, which stands in need of a substratum for itself; 
0 


substrate; because if it be construed j 


tum, this would inyolvea syntactical split; because in that case the sentenco 
would be declaring two relationships : (1) the relationship of the Property 
with the partienlar Result, and (2) that of the Property with its Substra- 
tum. And further, in that case, the property of ‘ being made of Udumbare 
nt forms, at one time (I. e., in 
bara wood brings about such 


wood ' would haye to be taken, iu two differe 
the sentence Tie making of the post of Vdum 


— — 
— — 


v — — ms 
— — — 
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and such a result’) as the Subject, and at the other (i. e., in the sentence the 
post should be made of Udumbara wood’) ds the Predicate. Even if it be 
taken as the Predicate in both cases, then der while being taken alon 
with the result, it will have to be disjoined from the post; wherens ee 
taken in connection with the post, it will have to be separated from the 
resulé (aud thus too there would be a syntactical split). 

As for the independent-spirited person who would take up the per- 
formance of certain actions, without any Injunctions, we can have ae 
to say to him. The fact of any action bringing about a result desired br 
man is not recognised until an Injunction to this effect is met with; A 
prior to this, the sentence is wholly taken up by the laying down of 185 
object to be accomplished, which, in this case, is the making of the post of 
the Udumbara wood. 

It has been asserted that the connection of the Result would be laid 
down by the passage that would contain the necessary directions for the 
Action. But such @ passage can have no reference to any result desired 
by man; as will be shown under the Stra. asamyuktum prakaranat ’ [III 
iii—11]. Vor it it does happen to be laid down by such a passage, it comes 
to be an action for the sake of the Action itself (and not for that of man). 

As for the fifth Lakara’ (Let), as its form is similar to that of the 
Present Tense, its signification always remains doubtfal ; (and as such the 
verb in the passage cannot be taken as the Injunctive Let). 

For these reasons, we conclude that the result, in the passage in ques- 
tion, is described only with a view to persuade the person to a certain 
course of action ; specially because the verb describing it is found in the 
Present Tense; nud also because we shall prove in the fourth Adhyiya, 
that, any passage, not distinctly containing the expression ‘ with the desire 
for such and such a result,’ cannot be taken as actually laying down the real 
result of an Action. And as for the passages like the one in question being 
always taken as more Praise, it is no use enquiring as to the truth or other- 
wise of the means SP oes i plie a because they are meant to serve the 
sole purpose of bringing about à certain cognition; and also because they 
are in keeping with the descriptions of certain qualifications. But even if 
they must be taken as roal means, they may be taken to be the means of 
fulfilling the pleasure or satisfaction of the persons coucerned. 


Sūtra (23). In some cases, such Injunctions would be useless; 
hence they must be taken as expressing Praise; and the same may 
be said with reg ard to all other passages similar to these. 

If the passages in question were Injunctions, then all the Arthavada 
Pasgaces quoted before would also be Injunctions of Materials, Accessories 
or Actions; fur instance, the sentence Vayu is the eftest deity would 


9 
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mean that one should make Vayu the eftest deity ; and the sentence ‘ The horse 
has its origin in water’ would mean that one should make the horse have its 
origin in water ; and similarly we would have such injunctions as—‘ One 
should make the Vétasa or the Avaka, originate in water,’ ‘the water should 
be made peaceful,’ ‘the Uidumbara should be made strong,’ and so forth. 
And though some of the Arthavada passages are capable of being 
taken as Injunctions of Actions, yet the passages that we have been deal- 
ing with in the present Pada can never be taken as such; because some 
of the descriptions—such as those of Vayu, Vétasa and the like— are mere 
statements of facts in nature (and these cannot be made or brought about 
by man) ; and the Udumbara, &c., too, cannot be brought about by man, 


however much he might try (and hence there can never be any Injunctions 
for making these). 


The Bhashya proceeds to show what sort of praise the passage ( the 


horse proceeding from the water,’ &c.)—expresses : The connection of the horse 
with the water, which is pacifying, brings peace to the master of the sacrifice. 

The irrelevaney of this passage of the Bhashya in the present connection 
has been explained away by some commentators by the flat denial of this 
zantence forming part of the Bhashya text, 

The irrelevancy referred to is this: The passage does not mention any 
Connection of the pacifying character with either the Horse or the Avaka, 
the Vétasg alone being mentioned ; while this latter does not appear in the 
above explanation of the Praise. 

The true explanation of this, however, is the following: The Avaka, 
Co., have been cited as instances, only on account of their simil 
Vetasa ; and the said explanation does not assert any relations! 
the Horse and the Avaka ; all that it does is to declare these to 
the water ; and as this fact alone does 


arity to the 
nip between 
be related to 


i not indicate any Praise, there is æ 
need of another Arthavada passage; and this is pointed out, in the sen- 


tence—‘ the water is peaceful’; and it is this latter sentence that, haying 
lost the character of an Tujunction, expresses the excellent character 
of the water; and certain things, ordinarily well known to be connected 
with water (f.i., the Vétasa), come to be praised by this praise of the water 


only ; while others (fi, the Horse), come to be praised, through the declara- 
tion of their relationship with the water; and the meaning of the praise 


thus comes to be that— being related to the water which is known to be 
peaceful, the Horse also comes to be known as quiet; and hence the n fee: 
connected with this Horse, pacifies or removes all the troubles of the 
Master of the sacrifice ; which shows that the sacrifice is an excellent one.“ 
In the same manner, the sacrifice that ig offered to a swift Deity, brings 
about its results quickly; and a sacrificial post is made of foodstu ffs, 
the sacrificer obtains plenty of foodstuffs, Such being the explanations 


— 


ARTHAVADAS HAVING THE FORM OF INJUNCTIONS : 
Ns, 6 

of the passages in question, we can say the same with T 

passages that may be found to be similar to these. gard to all other 


Sutra (24). When a certain expression can 
in its own context, it is not right to transfer it els 
as such an Injunction would have no use with reg 
cular sacrifice. 

The taking of such passages as Injunctions is algo o 
ing objection : In the case of the sentence—‘ That whic 
the property of the Rakshasas’ (a sentence found in e 
Daręu-Purnamasa) —if we take it exactly as it is, t} 
taken as enjoining another Deity (the Rakshasa) for th 
and this would necessitate the removal (or transfer) of 
in the original Injunction (of thè sacrifice). 

[If the word ‘Apakarsha’ be taken as that which removes, then the 
meaning would be that ‘the newly enjoined Deity would remove the one 
mentioned in the original Injunction.’] 

This setting aside could be possible, on the ground of its being for a 
definite purpose, —a8 we have in the case of the Abhyuditesht:—, but onl 
if there were no other way of explaining the sentence. When, however A 
can be taken in & different manner, no such setting aside can be allowable. 

Fighting shy of this argument some people might have recourse to 
a transposed construction of the seutence,—explaining it as ‘ that which 
is to be offered to the Rakshasas should be burnt’; but as the R Auslass 
is not mentioned as a Deity in the present context, the burning of the cake 
will have to be transferred to another context, where the Rakshasa may 
have been laid down as the Deity; and this would militate against the 
direct declarations of that context. Nor is such contradiction of the 
context allowable, when there are means of avoiding it. Hence we must 
take the passage #8 8D Arthavada, which does not necessitate any such 


transference or removal. 


Sutra (25). If these be taken as Injunctions, there would be 
a syntactical split- 

In the passages in question, if, on account of the praise contained in 
the passages, the verb in the Present Tense were to be taken as being 
the Let (the Vedic Injunctive), then, by the same fact, we would 0 
assume a particular result to follow from the Action laid down; e 
would bring about a split of the sentence [for instance, the aA are 
would be—(1) The post of the Udumbara wood is excellent, 135 1 
Should be made for the obtaining of power]. Hence we conc at we 
cannot but take these passages as Arthavadus. 


be rightly taken 
ewhere; specially 
ard to that parti- 


pen to the follow- 
h is burnt becomes 
Onnection with the 
zen it can only be 
e cake that is burnt ; 
the Deity mentioned 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of such Arthavada Passages as appear to contain reasons for the 
performance ‘of certain actions |. 


Sutra (26), “They must be taken as putting forward reasons, 
because of usefulness and possibility.” 


As instances, we can have all the passages that 


appear—on account 
of the use of such words as ‘ hi? 


and the like—to contain reasons, though 
asa matter of fact they do not contain th 


em—(for instance, the passage 
*Cirpéna juhoti, tēna hi annan kriyaté).? 


must be taken in connection wi 
(13 


it the mere descrip- 
assert by Apparent 
de a certain doubt 


has been laid down 
established duty to be 


pposes a certain 


Inconsistency, a certain fact, 
with regard to the performability of an 
(in the previous sentence) sim 
performed; specially as all Reasoning pre- gu 
established fact (which, in this case, is the performability of th 
homa). And some people hold that this statement of the Re 
ves the purposes of an Arthavada, showing, as it does, why a person 
ger perform it. Even when the sentence ig taken as a pure 
ee it contains within itself a statement of the Reason also; and 
Arihi 7 


e Çürpa- 
ason also 


f 
| 


a 5 — u— —— 
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hence the Injunction comes to be taken as referring to the Homa by the 
Çürpa and all other articles whereby food is prepared (such as the Darvi 
and the like); aud as such the latter sentence might be taken as bringiag 
forward a Reason (as held by the Parvapaksha) as well as containing an 
Arthavada (as held by the Siddhanta). 

On the main question then, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Says the Bhashya: The fact of the Carpa being a means of preparing the 
“ food is brought forward as a Reason for performing the Homa with the Cirpa, 
“And though what is directly enjoined is the relationship (of the Homa 
„with the Carpa), yet the Reason that is brought forward for this relation-. . 
“ ship could also refer to the Homa, OEE a 

“An objection is raised in the Bhashya: ‘A, gase (like that of the 
“ Ciirpa and the food), where the relation of cause and ‘effect is not generally 
“ recognised, cannot be right ln said to have been brought forward as a Reason.’ 

„Some people explain this by pointing to the premiss that all Inference 
“must be one of cause and effect, as the Bhashya declares later on in 
“connection with the sentence—‘ One should offer a Homa of curd for the 
“sake of one who wants to acquire a sense-organ.’ . 

“ But this is not correct; because even in cases where there is no relation 
“ of cause and effect, as in the case of the asterisms of Kritika and Rohini, 
“following one another, we find that a perception of the former acts as 
‘a reason (or means) for the cognition of the latter. ; 

(1) „Therefore we must take the Bhashya to mean only the relation- 
ship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension, by the mention 
“of ‘the relation of cause and effect.’ It may, however, be urged that— 
“ ¢ even the relationship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension 
“being cognisable only by means of an Inference, it could uot be asserted 
“with reference to a fact not universally recognised.’ True; but there 
“being another relationship prior to the general recognition of the fact, 
“all that is meant by the bringing forward of the said relationship of 
“ the comprehended and the means of comprehension is simply to point out 
“ the particular relationship upon which all further Inferences are based. 

(2) “Or, the Bhashya may be taken as referring to the potentiality 
“of things, tho meaning of the objection in the Bhashya being that we 
“admit the character of true Reason only in cases where, at the time of 
“comprehending an invariable concomitance between the two things con- - 
“cerned, we actually perceive in them a potentiality consisting of that 
“causal relationship which consists of the relationship of the comprehended 
“and the means of comprehension, ö 
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(3) “Or again, the Bhashya may be taken a 
“ specific instance cited,—the sense of the objection 
“concomitance between any two things, 
“such as those of cause and effect, mas 
“tion, and the like; and as none of th 
the fact of the Girpa as the means of 
“ reason for performing the particular 
“on the causal relation only ; 


s only referring to the 
being that an invariable 
can be based upon many relations, 
ter and servant, or on mere associa- 
e others are possible in the case of 
preparing food being asserted as the 
Homa, we must accept it to be based 
and inasmuch as such causal relationship 
“is not generally found to exist between them, the assertion that the latter 
“sentence puts forth a Reason for the Homa is untenable. 

“Tn reply to the above objection, the Bhashya says—True it is, Ho. 
“And the meaning of this is this: It is true that in the ordinary course of 
business, before a Person puts forward a certain Reason, he always seeks 
“to base it upon a well-recognised relationship; but in the case of the Veda, 
“on account of the Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of a Reason, as 
“expressed by the use of such words as ‘hi’ (because), and the like, we 
“assume the existence of another sentence e 
“(apon which the aforesaid causal relation could be based), 


“tence, in the case in question, being that ‘whatever is the means of 
5 preparing food should be used in the offering of the Homa „ and in the 
“light of this Sentence, the Reason (brought forward in the sentence ‘ þe- 
“cause the food is prepared by its means ] becomes quite relevant. 

“The Bhashya puts the question—zwhat special purpose would be served, 


ee if the Reason should become relevant ? The reply given ig that the 
use lies in the fact th be offered by 


—such a sen- 


P : at it is only then that the Homa could 
1 5 of all things that are used in the preparation of food, 
The Bhashya Puts another question—‘ why’? And this question may 

e Siddhanti ; or it may mean—‘ How can the Darvi 
Preparing the food’? The reply given is that—we 
Se of use in the preparation of food; and itis this usefulness 
ee in the Sutra (by the word ‘arthavattva’). The 

8 


2 x „ De can prepare the food by means of these also: 
this is what is meant by the Würd $ 


be the means of 
G actually fing the i 
“alone that is 


and 
‘upapatti’ (‘possibility’) in the 


aised—‘ It seems that, in 
rds s „ J £ 0 
“such both shon] (arthavattva and upapatti) are synonymous (and as 


hot hay , 
“ But the Mention o 9 17 wi 


i as pointing to 
“the capability of the 0 ka 10 80 may “a e Be 
“sense being that that which is 9 n Action may, in a way, be 
alad spoken of as its means. Or 1 Adar may be taken as 
“ pointing to that which js exp : 


; ending; and 
tessed by the instrumental case &;an 
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“inasmuch as it is the fact of the food being prepared, at the present time, by 
„means of the Carpa, &., that has been brought forward as the Reason 
“(which is not found to be applicable to the Home, which is not found to 
“prepare any food at the time), the word upapatti may be taken as 
“ pointing to the possibility of the food being prepared by means of the 
« Homa; and this is what is meant by the Bhashya— the food can de pre- 
“ pared by means of that also.’ 

Another objection is raised in the Bhashya : ‘The passage in question 
4 distinctly says that the food is prepared by means of it; why then, should 
«vou say it can be prepured ? * 

„The reply given to this is that it is absolutely impossible to speak 
of the Present Tense (because the Cürpa is not found to prepare the food 
«actually at the time that the Homa is being offered), 

„Or, the Bhashya may be taken as replying to a self-raised objection ; 
«the sense in that case, would be this: If the passage be taken as 
c refering» not to the Çürpa, but to the Darvi, &c., on the ground of these 
„latter not being the means of preparing the food at the present time,— 
„ then, the same might be said with regard to the Çūrpa also; end the 
„ passage would cease to be any Praise at all; hence just as the Siddhanti 
i would make the passage out to be a Praise, exactly in the same man- 
tener could we also explain it as only laying down a reason for the 
ú oe The Bhashyu sentence following this is ‘ Hetau ca Hrutik, &.; and 
«ag this is quite irrelevant as it is, we must take it along with the closing 
u gentences of the. Bhashya. wie 

4% Says the Bhadshya—there can be only an indirect indication of Praise ; 
“gnd this means that the sentence iun question indicates the excellence of 
«the Homa, indirectly, through the fact of its bringing about a universally 
= desirable result in the shape of food. 

« And in this case, the sentence Cérpéna hi annan kriyat®’—is to 

taken as only describing a fact of nature, the general preparation of 
ae d with reference to the particular object, Çürpa. 
e « Or, the Sutra may be construed in the following manner: If we take 
« the sentence as laying down a Reason, we have an ‘ arthavattva "te. it 
u gerves a much more useful purpose than if it were a mere Arthavada — 
„ and even though the relationship between the Cürpa and the preparation 
«of food is nob quite recognised, yet we have its ‘upapatti’ (proof 
«or possibility ) based upon the assumed Vedic sentence referred to 
4 above. 3 nae 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question must be 


«taken as laying down a Reason for the performance of the Huma by means 
ts of the Cirpa.” S 
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In reply to the above we have the following: 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (27). It is a Praise; because of its being preceded by 
verbal authority; while there is no Injunction of another. 


The Instrumental case-ending in the word“ Curpena directly points 
to the performance of the Homa as to be done by the Cürpa; and as such 
haying the direct support of the Veda, it cannot be urged, —either as a mere 
acceptable alternative, or as an optional alternative, or as a companion 
alternative,—that the Homa is to be performed with the Darvi, &., the 
instrumentality whereof is only pointed out by Inference, Because the 
Homa having all its requirements fulfilled by the Çürpa, does not stand in 
need of any other thing ; and as there is no direct Ved 
the instrumentality of the Darvi, &., the 


of the inference of any Vedic texts (in suppor 

the Darvi, &.) This is what is meant by the expression—There ts no In- 

Junction of another,—(i.e,, of the Darvi, &o.) 
As for the pointing out of a reason (for the performance of the Homa 


in a certain Way), this becomes accomplished by the Praise itself 7 aud as 
Such by taking the Sentence as pointing out such a Reason only, wo only 
court the necessity of having to assume unheard of instances, 


en again, the direct-assertion of the Çūrpa (as the instrument to be 


5 being fou 
istinet, and not haying any other Parpose to serve, jt e 1 
altogether neglected. Hence, ther i — ho 
; „ king the expres- 
ing no direct 
» We can take it 
quality; or (2) it may be taken ag essing thi 

fact. Any way, the expression by itself ig iucapable of bein ny aaa 
laying down a Reason in support of the Injunction ; and hene ee en 
be taken as mentioning the reason for the excellence a ary a 
naatiah the support of a Reason that happens to be mixed up ae Aisin 
force of the Injunction, and of which the object of the Injunction stands 1 
need. The meaning of the said expression thus comes to be: The Ga. = ja 
an excellent instrument, because it prepares the food. Both of these explan g 
tions are capable of being supported by Wwell-recognised inst, 
as such do not necessitate the Inference of any unheard of 
Because it is a universally recognised fact that, (1) that which is excellent, 
deserves to be done, aud (2) that, that which is a means of Preparing the 


food is excellent. s 


Sl ee 
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The sentence—‘ there is no Injunction of another’ may be explained in 
another way: According to you, all that is a means of preparing the food, 
will be the objects of Injunction ; bat Darvi, &., are not the means of 
preparing the food; because it is the action, of cooking f.i., that is known 
to be the direct means of the preparation of the food. This yatroduces the 
next Siira. — l n ‘ 


Sutra (28). Obj.: “Any praise of that which is useless is 
not allowable.” i 


Some people might argue—“ If cooking, &o., are the means of pre- 
paring the food, the Çërpa cannot be recognised as the means of its pre- 
paration; and as such there can be no such praise of it, as explained above.” 


To this we make the following reply :— 


Sutra (29). Reply: But there is a use for it; inasmuch as 
it forms part of the Injunction; as even in the ordinary world. 

According to us, there is a distinct use which forms the object of the 
praise,—this use consiating in the fact of the Carpa being the means of 
the preparation of food. Inasmuch as if forms part of another sentence, 
the mention of such instrumentality is found only to serve the purpose 
of another (i. e., the Injunction), and thereby has only a secondary position ; 
and as such, it must be taken as thereby describing a certain fact, with 
reference to another object that forms thp object of the Injunction. Such 
description again can be only of a facp that is well known; and conse- 
quently we find the very words (of the Vedic text) distinctly pointing to 
the conclusion that the sentence describes only sach useful instrumentality 
of the Çürpa as has been met with in ordinary experience ; (and as such 
the instrumentality of the Çërpa cannot be denied). 

This also explains the use of the present tense (in ‘ Kriyats ); but 
even though the present tense has been used, yet it is an admitted fact 
that, whether something ts to be done (in the future) or has already ben 
done ,(in the past), whenever we have got to describe, or praise, such an 
object, we speak of it as being done ( Kriyata’). As to why the present 
tense has been used in a Praise,—all that we can say is that it is due to 
the fact that men, as a rule, are more attracted to the present than either 
to the past or to the future; and as‘a matter of fact, it is only by recalling 
the fact of the effects, that a certain action brings about at the time that 
it is performed, that people are attracted to it, even at other times; 

it! i 187 7 tho sentence 
consequently with a view to praising the Çürpa, we have 
it prepares the food.’ . 
Or, we may take the sentence as praising the Carp: after having trans. 
ferred the present character of the capability of preparing tho food to the 
10 i 
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ration itself (which would justify the use of the present tense in 
Erigats ) ; because people are attracted more to what is actually manifested 
than to any latent capabilities; and as such the Praise could be duly 
effective only when describing a fact as actually manifested in the present, 
and not when merely pointing out a capability. 

On the other hand, in your theory, inasmuch as you hold the sentence 
to contain the Injunction (of a Reason), there would be a distinct harm done 
by the non-comprehension of the instrumentality of-the preparation of food 
and the present character, (witli direct reference to the Curpa). 

“Why so” P | 

Well, because, there can be an Injunction of only that which has not 
been got nt by any other means; and hence in the case of an Injunction, the 


acceptance of anything apart from what ig directly expressed by it is not 
allowable. This is what is meant by the 


there is no need of the meaning of any other 
the case of indirect indication, that there j 
meanings of other words. And it would be 


be allowable. 


Tf, again, the words be taken in their direct signification, then, it would 


not be ible for the Veda to enjoin anything as capable of being 
brought forward, while it would b 


© pointing out either the present time 

or the chief Instrument. That is to Say, the Homa is not capable of being 

performed enen e AME ee go, while tuese are actually being 

employed in the preparation of the food, or by the cooking which is held to 

be the chief Instrument (or means) of the preparation of food. Therefore, 
in both cases, the theory is absolutely untenable, 

According to our theory, on the other h 
in question is taken only 25 explanatory of the foregoing, the words can be 
taken in their indirect significations, Por instance, in ordinary parlance, 
we find such an expression as Balavān y » Where though the affix 
‘ Matup’ (in Balavan) has been laid d 


) owu to be in the sense of Excess, 
yet wo do not find it clearly expressed as to in gomparison with whom 


Devadatta is strong; and the direct signification of the word “balavan? 

: d be that he is the strongest among all living beings; but this is not 
possible because, as a matter of fact, there are many stronger animals, 
possi 


ne fo to),—then, in that case, there would be an indecisivene 


na 
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such as the Lion, Go.; hence we take: the word to signify the presence of a 
strength greater only than that of those animals that are known to be 
weaker than Dsvadatta. Exactly i in the same manner, we can speak of the 


-Garpa as the ‘chief instrument’ (in the preparation of the food), in com- 
parison to such objects aa. the plough and the like, which have a much . 


more remote instrumentality i in that preparation. 
It may be argued that— in that case such comparative signification of j 
the word would come to be its chief ‘denotation ; and. it is for this reason . 
that the word dalavan, used with reference to Davadatta, is not admitted z 
to have any indirect signification,” 
This is true enough, when the word ‘balavan’ is used with reference 
to Devadatta, in comparison with weaker persons in general; but when the 


word is found to be incapable of referring to cértain weak persons in parti- a 


cular, it would directly give rise to an idea of Dévadatta being stronger 
than even those who possess greater strength ; and in that case, if we take 


the word to point to the fact of Ds vadatta being stronger than those ya 


‘weaker than him, then this would be taking i it in an indirect sense. In the 
samé manner, when the fact of being the means of the preparation. of food i 
is taken to be brought forth as descriptive of the gürpa, which forms an 
object of the Injunction,—then (1) such description may be taken in its 
direct signification—that the Curpu is the more important means (or Instru- 
ment) in the prepar ation of the food, than the remoter instruments in 
general ; or (2) it may be ‘taken: in its indirect signification, inasmuch 
as no such remoter Instrument 18 mentioned; and the meaning ‘would 
be that the Cürpa is the o one ne principal instrument in the preparation of food 
(which is not true). 

In accordance with your theory, on ‘the other hand, the sentence being 
an Injanetion, and as such laying down something not got at by other 
means, the fact of the gürpa being the principal Instrument, as also its 
present character, would have to be taken as mentioned with reference to the 
Action in question; and as such there would be no ground for any Compari- 
son or Secondary (indirect) character; and hence there would be a greater 
difficulty. i in the interpretation of the sentence. And thas there ia no 
equality between the two theories. 


Sutra. (30). If it were a Reason, it awonld be reiyetoted (to 
the Jürpa only); because of the specification. If it be urged that 


t taken as refor- 
hrough singularity (the Darvi, &c., would also be a of tho 


Injunctions. 


This Sdtra admits, for the mie of argument, 
opponent. Even if the sentence were an Injunction 


tho- position of the 
of the Reason that 
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Injunction could not be taken as referring to the Darvi, &. Because it is 
distinctly with reference to the Curpa that the sentence lays down the 
Reason, in the shape of its being an instrament in the preparation of food. 
And specially as such instrumentality is not recognised in ordinary experi- 
ence, the only resource that we have, for taking the injunction to refer to 
the Darvi, &c., also, is to assume a Vedic text bringing forward an instance 
in support of the sentence in question. But for assuming such a text, the 
only ground that we can have is the apparent inconsistency of another 
direct Vedic text (the sentence in question) ; and as a matter of fact, this 
apparent inconsistency cannot justify the assumption of anything more 
than what is absolutely necessary for the consistency of the Vedic text in 
question. Jee; 

X Then again, the connection of the Çürpa with the Homa having been 
laid down, the mention of the properties of any other things would be no - 
reason for such relationship; and hence it would be necessary to mention 
a certain quality of the Çürpa alone, —vis., its instrumentality in the pre- 
paration of the food i and on account of the proximity of the description 


as otherwise, 


unless vs have 7 10 collective idea of the Presence of fire (that is to say, 


fire, we cannot 


th A: and hence all the App 
bei PA e case is limited to the particula 
n emp oyed in the Homa and its being the instrument for preparing 


food) ; and as such it can justify the assumption of only that text which 
would show an instance corrobo 


, rating that particular oase ouly; because it 
would be, in the absence of this Particular instance only, that the mention 
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of the Reason (with regard to the gürpa) would remain inconsistent. On 
the other hand, if we omit to assume the fact of the Homa being connected 
with such other implements as the Darvi and the like, there is nothing, 
either directly perceived or mentioned in the Veda, that would remain 
inconsistent (for want of such an assumption). Therefore the only instance 
that we could assume would be in some such form as—‘ whichever Carpa is 
found to be instrumental in the preparation of food, is also used in the 
offering of the Homa.’ 

The inference of such a text would be what is technically known as 
the Vigéshadyshia’ Inference. For instance, even in ordinary experience, if 
the smoke that is perceived is recognised as proceeding from a particular 
grass, the fire that is inferred is also that proceeding from the burning of 
that grass, and not Fire in general; and again though the root ‘ gam’ is 
generally recognised as denoting to go; yet when perceived, in the word 95 
(cow) f. i., after the word has been found to denote the particular animal with 
dewlaps, &c., it comes to be recognised as pointing to the ‘going’ of the 
cow only, and not to that of all moving things. Exactly in the same manner, 
inasmuch as the Reason—the Instrumentality in the preparation of food 
bas been mentioned in distinct connection with the ‘ Çūrpa, it cannot be 
regarded as pertaining to any other things. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence would be this: Whichever 
Cirpa is found capable of preparing the food should be used in the offering 
of the Homa ; and any other objects, the Darvi, &., cannot be included in 
this, For instance, when a strongly blown fire is mentioned as the Reason 
for burning, it points to the fact that, if not strongly blown, the Fire would 
not burn, and not that the conch-shell, when strongly blown, would burn. 

Thus alone could any definite interpretation be arrived at. 

If however the ‘Instrumentality in the preparation of food, as men- 
tioned with reference to the gürpa, be taken as pointing to its concomitant 
—viz., the great genus (% Instrument in the preparation of food”)—, then, 
whatever is perceived in the world could, in some way or other, be spoken 
of as an instrument in the preparation of food’ z and as such, there being an 
indecisiveness (as to the Instrument really meant), the sontence could be 
taken as referring to all the objects connected with the Homa; and hence 
the expression instrumental in the preparation of food’ would be abso- 
lately useless. ER 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence cannot be rightly l 
taken as laying down a Reason; and as such we must take it as 5 i 
a Praise (of the ürpa as the one thing to be used in the offering 

the Homa). 
— eee 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[Treating of the Mantras.] 


Sutra (31). “Because the Scriptures lay down directions (for 
the use of mantras, they cannot be meant to convey any mean- 
ings),” (A). 


Finding the word Anartha’ menti 
nection with the mantras, some peopl 
Adhikarana as—‘ Have the mantras 
meaningless’ ? 


meant to convey a meaning, or are they 
It may be argued that for the i 

8. 1 ons, even this question 

But this 1 ; 
the sontences that have a definite meanin a ao gar ai bacansa 8855 
és: d for if S, we find to be of two kinds 
(some being pronounced for the Purpose of Conveying some meaning, while 
others are proncunced only for the sake of the verbal expression), Ang 
as a matter of fact, though the utterance of the sentence, and the convey- 
ing of its meaning, always go hand in hand, yet it is possible that 
desire of the speaker may lie in only one of these; and in this ther 
somo sort of a difference between the two; for instance, 


desires to express & certain fact, the utterance of the sente 


the 
Ə is 
when a person 
nce comes as a 
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matter of course; whereas when he desires only to express the mere verbal 
forms of sentences, the expression of the meaning comes about only 
by the way (through the exigencies of~the 2 force of concomitant circum- 
stances); as we find in the case of Japa, and the repetition of mantras for 
the curing of poisons. And hence there is an occasion for discussion on 
this point. ; : . 

Objection: “But what connection has this question got with the 
“treatment of the means of knowing Dharma “` 

Reply: We have already considered the-Pirvapaksha that the Veda 
having the sole purpose of pointing out the Action’ to be performed, that 
_ which is not found to serve such a purpose must be ‘concluded to be useless 
and untrustworthy ; and hence the question of the authority of the mantras 
in the matter of Dharma being only a phase of this previous Piérvapaksha, 
the answer that we have given on the former occasion would apply to this 
case also; and as such there can be no need for bringing up the question of . 
the authority of the mantras. Specially as we all know that when even 
such apparently incoherent sentences as — He wept and from that was silver 
produced —are capable of being somehow: or other made out to be an 
authority with regard to Dharma, there can be no doubt with regard to 
the authority of the mantras. And hence all that we have got to cousider 
now is the question of the particular uses of the mantras. 

That the mantras are neither Injunctions nor mere Valedictory sentences 
will be shown by the Author himself later on, when it will be pointed 
out that they cannot be Injunctions, because they have not the form of 
an Injunction ; and that they cannot be Valedictory sentences, because there 
can- be no Praise of that which is laid down elsewhere. Then the only 
use that is left lies in the employment of the words of the mantras ; 
and hence it is only natural to consider the question as to their being used 
for the purpose of couveying some meaning, or for that of giving evpres- 
sion to the mere words. In the case of the Sāmas too, though they have 
no meanings, yet we can have a doubt as to whether they are pronounced 
merely for the sake of being _Pronounced, or for the sake of giving 
expression to the letters composing them. i ; 

A question might here be asked“ How could the Pérvapaksha sc- 
count for the use of such mantras ag are not connected with any direct 
direction in the Veda (and are used only in accordance with their own 
meanings) ? mn l Doaa 

To this, some people make the following feply: “It is with a view 
to stop the use of such mantras that the Parvapakshi proceeds to establish 
the fact of the speaker having no desire to convey any meaning by 
the use of mantras, because he knows that no one ever uses T 
tbat have no meanings. Thus it is that the sentence in the Bhashya— 
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the mantras help by the mere utterance—which savours of being the een 
tion of a well-established fact—ceases to be absolutely incoherent. An 
the evil motive lurking in the mind of the Parvapakshi is somewhat like 
this: ‘If the Siddhanti should declare that the 
ance, then I shall be able to show i 

used.’ And the Pirvapakshi, 


the mantra ‘ Varhirdevasadandami, is found to be denying the fact of the 


Or, it may be that the Pirvapaksha accepts the fact of the mantras 
being actually used, as being in accordance with the theory of persons 
knowing all abont sacrifices; and hence not discussing this, it takes up 
another discussion. And as for the qnestion—' How is it that the theory 
of persons knowing the details of sacrifices has been left aside, and its 


t been tested’ P—, the reason why this 
: That the mantras are actually used ig 
fact of their being accepted as such by 


astes,—exactly like the works on Sm rti; 


ence it is the very source or basis of thig 
And if the Pi 


rvapaksha theory turns 
ere being no other authority for the 
in the Inference of Vedic texts layin 
down the use of the mantra in ion; while in accordance with the 
Siddhanta theory the Indicative Power and the Context of the mantra itself 
would serve as the required autho 


rity, 
Or, the PUR VAPAK8HA (A) 
“That the mantras 


tras, however, they are found 
any use in the sacrifices; and 


; far as their meaning is con- 
“cerned; as for the purposes of Praise, Injunction, and Remembrance, 
“these are found to be fulfilled by other means: 


and hence we cannot 
“but conclude that the only purpose that the mantras Can serve is in the 


“use of their mere verbal forms, as is also pointed out by the passages 
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“that lay down their uses. As for, the Injunction of the study of the 
“Veda, this too, having its purposes fulfilled by the more proximate 
“verbal text of the mantras, cannot extend to the more distant deno- 
“tation (or meaning) of these mantras. In the case of the passages 
“dealing with the Prayajas, &c., also, though our first impression is that 
‘ of these also, it is the verbal text only that is to be employed,—yet, such 
« nse is concluded to be improper, when it is found that they express certain 
4 facts, that are distinctly useful in the actual performance of the sacrifices. 
4% No such facts, however, are found to be expressed by the mantras. Then 
again, it is only when the verbal text is not found to be of any use that we 
“conclude the purpose of a sentence to be in what it signifies; in the case: 
“of the mantras, however, we find that it is their verbal texts that serve 
“distinctly useful purposes. And even if the meaning of a sentence be 
“held to be more importaut than its verbal form, it is only to the word 
“that a person has to be directed first of all; because the meaning is 
“expressed after the word has been used, And hence we conclude that 
“it ig the mere verbal form of the mantra that is of use (in the per- 
‘formance of sacrifices). And it is in view of these facts that we have to 
“take the following Parvapaksha Sũtras. 

“Tn consideration of the order of the Siddhanta Sitras, we should 
“change the order of the examples cited, from the Abhryadana’ down- 
“ wards. The Bhashya, however, has not paid any heed to the order of the 
“ examples, because it was thought that the discussion would be equally 
“ clear, wherever the examples might be cited, and hence he begins with 
the Kan tra Urupratha, Uruprathasva,’ &. 

Says the Bhashya: Just as one who has eyes, Se. And the meaning 
“of this is that ‘though a person who has his eyes intact, yet having his 

by some cause or other, when he is found being led by 


6 wins urred i 5 : 8 

“ ae SS the irresistable conclusion is that he does not see with his 

“eyes; and ex actly, in the same manner, when a person comes across the 
? 


“text of a mantra, thence ae impression is that it has a certain mean- 
“ing, yet, as 3 it 15 another sentence laying down its uses, he 
naturally concludes ar e mantra, itself, has not the capability of 
“ indicating its OW? use; and this distinctly shows that the meaning of the 
“ mantra is to be disregarded altogether; for if any importance were attach- 
“ed to the meaning, the use of the mantra would be indicated by the mantra 
„itself, through such a meaning. 
An objection 38 raised in the Bhishya: ‘The mantra may have the 
“ character of at Ar thavada,—that is to say, as a Praise of the Injunction of 
the mantra inferred from the exigencies of its indicative Force and Context.’ - 
“ The reply given in the Bhāshyais that it is notso; because Arthavāđas 
“have been shown to sorve the purpose of Praising only when taken along 


11 
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“ with Injunctions ; in a case however where the Injunction, me 
dor inferred, appears apart from the passage an question, ersua- 
“Praise found in proximity to the Injunction itself, the necessary har 
“sion iB accepted as being acomplished by its own force; and as such, — 
being no need for any other persuasive agency, no remote Praise can 
“avy useful purpose with regard to that Injunction. 7 
“ Similarly, too, in the case of the Abhryādāna mantras, their very ee 
“ points to the fact of their being employed at the action in question ; F S 
“ as such the subsequent direction that ‘ one is to hold by all the four the 
“useless. Even if this direction served the purpose of indicating h 
“number ‘four’ (which is not indicated by the mantras themselves), the 
“number thus indicated Would be that which appertains to the mantras, and 
not to the Action because the property of one thing cannot be transferred 
“to another. The number too, not being an Action, could not be taken to be 
laid down as an auxiliary to the Action, 
“Thus then, 
“this form: The 
“hold the Abh 


“h 


the construction of th 
se that are four in nu 
ryas’; but these were 


e sentence would be somewhat in 
mber, by means of these, one should 

four, even before the declaration ; 
„ence the assertion would be absolutely useless. And further the number 
sane being auxiliary to the Principal Action, and there being no collective 
“u word, the potentiality in question would have to be accepted as appertain- 
ane 5 cach of the four Abhryas ; and as such there would be nothing to 
“gan de the contingency of these being taken as four optional alterna- 


the peculiar transcendental 
ated by the repetition, there 
Scertaining its existence, before all the four had 
it is only proper that these four should be taken 
the Case of the 


Sentence—Imamagrbhnam Ho. , ityacvabhidhani- 
ara.” . 2 ? e 
“it is disting . the holding of t 


“for the mantra A ba injunction for the holding of these. And as 
“ the direction ityatcoatniaies n indicated by its very form; and as such 


much use. 


a ‘The direction would serve 
oldin . f 
the reply given is. 9 of the reins of the ass, 


3 And this idea could re 
“reins of the ass, or to the 
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“alternatives are open to three objections, viz: (1) if the direction be taken 
“as an Injunction, then the said idea of the rajection would be that such and 
“such reins are not held’ ; and in this the Injunction would be abandoning 
“its own original meaning or purpose (of laying down the holding of certain 
“ reins); (2) it would be necessary to bring in the meaning of another 


“ too would be connected with the Verb only ; and this is only one; and the 
“ exigencies of the context and the particular transcendental result apper- 
“tain equally to both holdings (those of the reins of the horse and the 


“The Bhashya sums up the whole discussion thus :—Thus we conclude 
„ Vorhirdēvasadandāmi,’ cannot be taken as pointing 
“to the fact of the mantra sg! employed in ing Chopping of grass. And 
“wo find that the Principal Direction (laying down the procedure of 
“the sacrifice) itself distinctly points ST o Mantras to ba oped at the 
“ Principal sacrifice ; and as such having no use apart from the perform. 
“ance of this sacrifice, they could never have any connection with the 
aren ee Actions. Nor would there be any chance of 

subsi in the wrong place; because the occasio 


“ ted in À . 
: 9 15 the order of the context in which they occur ; and hence there 


hance of people ignoring the conditions of th ifi ' 
„could be no ¢ o sacrifices, and 
repeating ab once the whole of the Anueaka or Adhyāya (of the Veda 
Š dealing with the sacrifices), | 


sutra (32). (B) “Also, because of the fixed order of the 


Sentences.” 

“ In the case of mie manira Agnirmirdha, &., —the sense that would 
be got from this form of the sentence would be exactly the same as ber 
40 obtained, if the sentence Were read as Mardhagnih, ge’; and 11 A 
“any restriction or fixity of the order of the words would be useless (if any 
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„meaning were desired to be conveyed by the mantra). If, however, we tako 
“ the mantras as being repeated only with a view to a certain transcendental 
“ result, following from a repetition of the words in a fixed order,—then 
“there would be no ground for believing the same result to follow if the 
order of the words were changed ; andas such the restriction of the order, 
‘tin this case, would serve a distinctly useful purpose. If it be urged that 
“there is a certain transcendental result that follows fr 


“the meanings of each of the words in the particular 
“occur in the mantra, 


om the cognition of 


order in which they 
—then (we reply that) such aresult would be accom- 
“plished by the mero repetition of the text of the mantra ; because the 
“particular order of the cognition of the meanings of the words depends 
“upon such repetition only. 

“In a case where the restriction is found to serv 
pose, —for instance, the restrictions of roots, 
“we meet with in connection with such words 
“*Rajapurushah,’ * Citraguh,’ 
“ proper that we should have 
‘t come incorrect, or si 
“ meaningless, 


e a visible pur- 
affixes and compounds, that 
as Indrãgni, ‘ Nilotpalam,’ 
‘ Nishkaugambih,’ and the like—it is only 
one ; as, otherwise, the words would either be- 


gnify something totally different, or become absolutely 
“s The sequence of the words in the aforesaid compounds is 
1 0 accordance with such rules as that—‘ in a Dvandva compound the word 
‘that begins with a vowel and ends with the letters of the at pratyahara 
“should be placed first’ (Panini II— i- 33), and the like; and hence the 
compound agnindrau? 


would be grammatically incorrect; and the 
„compound Purusharajah’ 


pees ; would have a meaning different from that of 
1 WUapurushah’; while the word ‘Kaugimbinih would be absolutely 
“meaningless, If we meet with th 


“should expla; e word ‘ Agnindrau’ in the Veda, we 
Hes explain the anomaly as being a peculiarity of the Veda, or formed 
1 da e me of the fact of Agni being taken as the more important 
“of A pasoi When both of them are considered to be 

“Tt 225 55 mg would be the only correct form. ; 
“the order of th Bed that — in the case in question also, any change in 
“mantra. But roe Would make the sentence lose the character of a 
me ul be the Cato ouly if no meaning were desired to 
be conveyed by the mantra; while (it the meaning were desired to be 

i conveyed, then) inasmuch as a change in the order of the words would 

“not make any difference in tho meaning of the mantra, we do not know 

“on what ground it could be said to lose its true clinvacter. 

(1) And thus the Present Sätra could be taken ag pointing to the fact 
“of the character of the mantra being established with regard to a certain 
“sentence, on the ground of the order of the words being fixed. (2) Or, it 
„may be taken as laying down the fact of a mantra being used at a sacri- 

“fice in accordance with the rules laid down in a particular context, as & 


however, 
Indrãgu 
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“reason for holding that no meaning is desired to be conveyed by the 
“ mantra ; because if any significance were attached to the meaning of the 
“ mantra, there would be no such differentiation, in the case of the same 
“mantra, as that, ‘this belongs to one sacrifice and that to another, (3) 
„Or, it may be taken to mean that, inasmuch as the denotative power of all 
“ sentences—Wwhether occurring in mantras or in ordinary parlance—is 
“the same, any such restriction as that a certain sentence is a mantra 
“cannot but have a certain transcendental result in view. (4) Or, the 
“ reason propounded in the Sūtra may be taken as that, inasmuch as the 
“ Deity could be thought of by such means as contemplation and the like, 
“the fact of there being a restriction that it should be done by means of 
“the mantra only, shows that this restriction is in view of a certain trans- 
“ cendental result; because as far as the visible results are concerned, there 
appears to be no difference between the mantra and such other means as 
* contemplation and the like. 


Sutra (33). (C) “Because of the directions pertaining to the 

learned.” 

“Wo find that there is an Injunction,—‘One should move about, 
“ pronouncing agnid agnid'; and in connection with this it is urged that, 
“in accordance with the law arrived at in an Adhikarana of Adhyāya III, 
“ (Vide, TlI—viii—18) that an ignorant Priest is not in keeping with the 
“injunctions of the Veda; it becomes necessary for the Priest to know the 
“meaning of such words as ‘agnid’ and the like, before he begins the 
“ sacrifice itself; and as such the direction accompanying these words could 
“ not be taken as pointing out the meaning of these words because (as for 
“one who does not know the meaning, he is not entitled to the position of 
“ the Priest; while as for the learned priest) the pointing out of the meaning 
“ would be a useless repetition; and hence we conclude that the direction 
“ must have been put forth only with a view to a transcendental result. 

“ Nor can it be urged that the mantra serves the purpose of reminding 
“the Priest (of the meaning of the words); because such remembrance is 
“ found to be accomplished by means of the expert character of the Priest, 
“ obtained from a thorough study of the Brahmanas. And as for the means 
“ of manifesting this expert character, we could accept either the completion 
“of the previous action, or the duly studied Brahmana itself, to be this 
“means; and hence the mantras could serve no useful purpose in connec- 
“ tion with this manifestation. 

„Even the particular Sanskara (or Capability), 
“brought about by means of the mantras, could be none other! 
transcendental result; and hence this theory comes withi 
i Paksha itself. 


that is held to be 
ther than & certain 
n the Pūrva- 
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‘t Then again, even when a meaning of the mantra is accepted, it is 
“not found capable of serving any visible purpose; so in this case also, 
“it becomes necessary to assume, in the end, a transcendental result. 
““Why then should not we assume such a one, in the very beginning, 
“ holding it to follow from the mere utterance of the mantra ” ? 


Sutra (34). (D) 
exist.“ 
“We find a certain 


“Because they speak of things that do not 


mantra speaking of four horns’; and certainly 
ch thing, in any way connected either with 
sidiary Sacrifices, Even though it might be 
cribing certain things in connection with the 
thing as the ‘four horns’ is found to be any 
eG the sacrifice), there can be no use of 
thing. Specially as it is not quite clear when 
“and where the mantra in question 180 be ede While on the 
it is quite clear, from the text of the mantra itself, and the 
words, that it has got to be repeated; and hence the 
“The mantras— Ma ie 5 daly e ablished, i 

“with roferenes tg 8 E hinsth’ (Do not kill, &e., &e.’), being laid down 
abe admitted tg 5 8 Fe Where the offering-material is kept, cannot 
Kauen 8 uttered with any desire to convey a meaning; because 

equests can never be proffered to an inanimate object (like the 


e be ao i is absolutely impossible for the alter f, ill, 


“absurd to request it ‘not to kill.“ it is simply 


mit (35). (E) “Because they are addressed to insensate 


“O plant!), ‘Orn 

“ dressed with th ' 

j e attracting attention, to the action in 

755 en n attraction of insensate things is Besible ; Nor can the 

a 8 P Re mon either to the Protection of the animal, or to 
“the listening to the Morning H 


F ; and hence if any significance is 
“ attached to the meaning of these tras, they are found to be absolutely 
“ useless.” i 


man 
Sutra (36). (F) “Because there are contradictions in the 
signification.” 


“In the case of the mantra— Aditirdyauraditirantariksham o find 
“that the same object is spoken of both as ‘Heaven’ aud Sky’; so also in 
“the mantra—' Ekorudr na dvitiyo’ vatasthé,..,.,,asankhyatah sahasrani yé 
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“rudrah, Go., &., we find the same Rudra mentioned both as one and as 
„many; and these are clear cases of self-contradiction. 

„ “Then again, how could Aditi, a Deity, be either the Heaven or thé 
u Sky ? Nor can these discrepancies be explained away as mere Praise; 
because it is only such Praises as are connected with certain Injuactions 
“that are accepted to have any use; and as for the Praise contained iz 
“the mantra, it cannot serve any useful purpose; and as such we can 
“ attach no importance to it.” g i 


Sutra (3T). (G) “Because there is no teaching ofthe meaning, 
as there is of the text of the mantras” “ . 


“ It is a universally admitted fact that the Veda is studied for the sake 
“ of the performance of sacrifices; and as such only that part of it has 
“to be learnt by people, which is found to serve a useful purpose in 
“such performance. And as a matter of fact, we find that all revered 
“teachers learned in the Veda put forth their efforts towards the teaching, 
“to the students, of the mere Verbal Text of the mantras, and uot to- 
“ wards that of its meaning, though it is always in close proximity to the 
“text, And from this also we conclude that the mantras help in the 
performance of the sacrifice, by their mere recital. ` 


Sutra (38). (H) “Because their meaning is unintelligible.” 
In the case of certain mantras, we find that. the meaning of some 
“ words cannot be made cut; while in others we find whole sentences 
“unintelligible. Nor can the meaning of the mantras help the sacrifice by 
“its mere existence, if it happens to be lost sight of at the time of the 
performance of the sacrifice. Hence we conclude that it is by its mere 
“reciting, which can always be done, that the mantra can help the 
performance. ; 


Sutra (39). @ “Because they speak of transient things.” ` 


“In accordance with the theory that the mantra is always used with 
“a view to the conveying of a certain meaning, —the mantra can only 
“ point to that meaning, which belongs to it ; .and we find that some mantras 
“ are capable of signifying only non-eternal (perishable) things; for in- 
“ stanco—' What do your cows do in the Kikata country’? This mantra is 
“known to bave been seen ( propounded) by Vigwamitra, as is distingtly 
“ pointed out by a well-established tradition current among the. students of 
“the Veda; at a certain time, he asked Indra for a gift of mo 135 
“ order to enable him to perform a Certain sacrifice ; and he is represente 1 5 
“ asking Indra; Lord of the Three Worlds, what are your cows doing 10 the 
“ Kikata country ?—the sense of the question. being this the people of 
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“ that country are atheists, and regarding all sacrifices to be useless, they do 
“ not perform any; and as such they do not milk the cows for the prepara- 
“tion of the Soma; nor do they warm the atmosphere (by the sacrificial 
“ smoke) ; and not warming the atmosphere they do not help in the bring- 
“ing of rain; therefore please carry the wealth that at present belongs to 
“ Pramaganda, the king of the Kikata, to my country, the Naicagakha ; 
“[The ‘bha’ for ‘ha’ in ‘abhara’ is a Vedic anomaly; or the word 
““abhara’ may be taken as equivalent to ‘ Vibhrihi’ =fatten up for us]; and 
“go, ‘O Maghavan, fulfil this work of mine.’ [the long y&’ in ‘sandhaya@’ is 
“a Vedic anomaly.] 

“If this meaning were desired to be conveyed by the mantra in 
“question, then this being distinctly found to be speaking of many tran- 
“sient objects, the Veda (containing this mantra) would come to have a 
“beginning, as composed by a human author; and this would wholly shake 
its authoritative character. 

“Nor can the mantra be said to have an 5 
“found to express any other. er Ants ag dd is not 

For these reasons, 


2 SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (40). But there is no differ ; ; 
f ence in the ificati 
Sentences (in the Veda from those in ordinary Wi a 


m 
are wholly taken up by the indicati 


(composed by them); and as such, thi 
hended by means of the Context. . 
The only element then, that is left unutilised is th 
sentence: and as such, it is this alone that can be ti a: 3 
throughout the Context; and being of the nat È 


. ; ure of an action it z 
an integral factor in the declaration of the method of the hee 


thereby it attains the character of the Procedure, inasmuch ag it serves to 
remind us of that which has to be performed. 


S to 


ing of the 
pervading 
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And in this case, there is no ground for assuming any transcendental 
result (as following from mere recitation). Because the only ground for 
such an assumption is the Apparent Inconsistency of something laid down 
in the Veda; and when this latter is duly justified on the ground of the 
mantra having a distinct meaning, there can be no ground for assuming 
any transcendental result to follow from it. Even when there might be 
an occasion for such an assumption, the transcendental result could be 
taken as following from a comprehension of the meaning of the sentence 
constituting the mantra, and not from the sentence itself, independently 
of its distinctly useful meaning. 

With regard to the visible and transcendental results of anything 
that has to be employed, we must bring forward evidences; and in the 
case in question we find that the fact of the mantra having a visible use is 
borne out by the Indicative Power (Linga) af the mantra itself; wherens 
the fact of its having only a transcendental result, can, at best, be supported 
by the Contezt alone. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, no amount of Context can rightly lay 
down the employment of @ certain thing accomplishing that which it ig 
absolutely incapable of accomplishing; and hence the long and short of 
the whole thing is that we should employ the mantra in the fulfilment- 
of that which is capable of accomplishing. And as for the fact of the 
mantra bringing about any transcendental results, we have no evidences 
of it, either in the Veda, or in ordinary experience. Consequently, the 
Context also would point only toa visible result for the mantra, thereby 
becoming quite reconciled with the Indicative Power of the mantra 
itself. 

Thus then, the usage of Persons learned in the sacrifices becoming 
supported (by the mantra itself) there is no need of taking all the trouble 
of assuming any other grounds (for the usage). And hence it is only 
natural to conclude that 16 is bhg meaning of the mantra that is the chief 
factor (being of use at the Aer las . 

An objection is raised : It is not so; because the mere fact of a 
“certain visible aa eats been accomplished, cannot justify the con- 
“clusion that that is the sole use of the mantra ; specially as, if the mantra 
does not bring about any result in itself desirable by man, the Injanc- ` 
“tion of the study of the whole of the Veda would become useless. Nor 
i oe it be held to be rear 5 the usefulness of the ne n 

o mantra, on accouns s facts urged in Sütras 33, 34, and 35; h 
“ when we cannot avoid the assumption of a transcendental result, in the 
“end, we must assume it to follow immediately from there repetition ; 8 
“ there is no reason for postponing it; specially as the nec essity of repes X 
“ing the mantra is acknowledged by both of us; and it is this fact 
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; result in ques- 
that gives rise to the assumption of the transcendental result in q 
460 a 
“ tion.” 


crifices, 
To this, we make the following reply: In the e - * a, 
the only useful purpose that the mantra can serve lies 5 e 3 — nl 
thing auxiliary to the sacrifice. Though such auxi re 5 
of being used like the ordinary things of the world, ye tele, a 
of the forms of these would help the performers of the sac f * . 
we conclude that it is only those parts of the Be te stenting a 
address, &., in the Vocative—that do not serve the . aan A eart of 
auxiliaries, that can be said to be uttered, without any 7. deer 
the speaker, to convey à definite meaning; and this nasties e N 
us in rejecting the significance of the whole mantra ; os 1 cies 
ing in the world that is always of one and the same orm ; 1 8 
For these reasons, inasmuch as a theory must be in n with we 
recognised facts, we must conclude that such mantras as Varhirdévasadan- 


dami’—ave always used with a desire to convey a definite meaning, 
As for the sentence 


‘tancaturbhiradatteé (Vide Bhashya on Sūtra 31) 
we offer the following explanation :— 


Sutra (41). The repetition is for purposes of qualification. 
Though the mant 

tive power, yet the se 
mantras are to be 
laying down the n 
brought forward 
with an one year 
and hence, if no collective p 
Injunction of the holding of t 
Sequently it is clear that th 
potentiality of the qualific 


ras are already got at by means of their on denota- 
ntence in question, which lays down that he four 
repeated at the time of holding the reins, may be taken as 
umber four, And hence, in accordance with the reasonings 
in connection with the passage— he purchases the Sen 
old cow, &., —the qualifications tend to limit one . 
otentiality be admitted, there could not be a 

he reins with the mantras numbering four; con- 


is Injunction is a direct result of the collective 
ations. 


before we proceed to assume, with reference to 
a disti 


the shape of the sentence (‘he holds it with the four mantras’) will 

have enjoined the mantras as qnalified by the number four; and as such 

enjoining something not got at by other means, the sentence comes to be a 
D 

pure Injunction. 


As for the pointing out of the mantras ee ‘een 1 
inted out by their own indicative power, even ie re rection ; 
pointe the sentence in question conld be of very little ia in that con- 
ee ntly we take the direction to have the atte purpose of 
n en oe ee mur four, which is not got at by any other means, 
pointing ou 


MANTRAS. 2710 


Sutra (42). There is an exclusion. 


So long as the purpose of the laying down of the mantra has not been 
duly realised, and the treatment of the subject-matter remains deficient in 
certain points, whatever assumptions we might make, for the accomplish- 
ment of these purposes, must be accepted as having the support of tho 
Veda; while when all deficiencies have been supplied, if we make tho 
slightest assumption, it cannot but be absolutely without any authority. 
And we shall show later on that Indicative Power, Context, &c., have 
no authority of their own, unless they point to a direct Vedic text. 

It is with all this in view that the Bhashya says—lIt is only when there 
ts a sentence that the Indicative Power of Words can serve to point out the use of 
the mantra. That is to say, it is only when the Context enables to ascer- 
tain whether the man/ra is to be employed in the offering of the sacrifice or 
in the holding of the reins, that the addition of the clause the reins of the 
horse ’ can serve to restrict it. i l ; 

Says the Bhashya: The construction of the Vedic direction is not that 

‘with the mantra one should hold,’ but that ‘he should hold the reins of the 
horse’; and this refers to the relationship of the verb,-—no relationship 
with the noun being possible,—and not to mere relationship in general; and 
thus we conclude that the mantra is laid down as to be used, not in all 
holding, but in the holding of the horse's reins. 
“Or, it may be that what the sentence does is to bring forward the 
subsequent relationship of the noun in the Accusative case; because this is all 
that is necessary for the particular result aimed at (that is to say, the 
relationship is that of the particular Noun, and is perceived after the 
Injunction of the holding with the mantra of the reins of the horse). 

Iu any case the objections urged under Sätra I—ii—31 do not apply to 
our theory, if we accept tho explanation thus put forward. If the direction 
contained in the Veda expressed exactly what is denoted by the mantra, 
then alone could we be subject to reproach, 

It may be urged that— in that case this comes to bo an Injunction 
of something not otherwise got at; and as such it should not be spoken of 
as an Exclusion. But inasmuch as we speak of it in accordance with what 
it actually comes to be, the objection cannot affect us. Because in all 
onses, except where we have the word ‘ Purisaakhya’ (Exclusion) itself, or 
the word Era, the Veda does not exactly mean that it is a real Parisua- 
khy@ (Exclusion) or Niyama (Restriction). Hence in the case in question 
it is an Injunction that is spoken of as ‘ Parisaskhyd,’ on account of the 
Peculiar character of what it final] y leads to. 

Question: “ What then would be the difference among 
Restriction and Exclusion ” ? 


Injanction, 


92 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. I—PADA II—ADHI. iv. 


Reply : An Injnnction is of 


that which lays down something not got 
at by any other means; we h 


ave a Restriction where the thing in question 
is already got at partially; and we have an Exclusion where the thing is 
found to exist in two contrary positions. 

And thus we find that it is the In 


qualifications, comes to adopt these three 
Por insta 


junction itself, which, by certain 

forms. 

find that the act in question has 
e of getting at it by any other 

means but by the sentence in question, we cannot but admit it to be a pure 


‘Injunction’ Proper; e. g., Vrihin 
prokshati.’ 


(2) In a case where it ia found that apart from the sentence in question, 
the act is Partially got 


8, then the Injunction that mere- 
ly supplies the part that is wanting, serves as a restriction, and as such is 
known as ‘Nj a 


ma’ (Restriction) ; e. g., Vrihin avahanti, where we find 

that the threshing of the corn being pointed ont by the mere fact of its 
of preparing the rice, the mere threshing cannot be 
» Which must be taken ag sup- 

got at by any other means) ; 
pointed ont by the Injunc- 


then th 


care it would - oul i h 
Y h Parisañkhyā, 
of the Preparing of ping i eee y And the restri 


: tive. So long 
at it al i being prepared by both means, there was no such 
this restriction hag ‘ould be done by threshing only; and hence when 
native methods fall Off by aPlishea by the Injunction, all other alter- 
not found to have been H emselves, And further, the Injunction is 
of preparing rice; and 


ognition that the 
the potentialit 

been restrioted, 
question; and 
other methods, this is cognised only ag a 


aid down after we had co 
Injunction ; for it ig only that «oe ne Could be set aside by the 
that can be set aside; in fact, it was prior to any such rec 

person was prompted to an action; and in the prompting, 

of the thing in question to point 

only one of these has been poin 

as for the setting aside of the 


gnised all the methods: 


ce. ee 
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necessary consequence of the former restriction; and hence the sentence is 
not named in accordance with this setting aside (or Exclusion). 

(3) In a case where, prior to the direction contained in the sentence in 
question, both methods have been already coguised as applicable to the 
case in question,—and where there is a chance of both being employed,— 
we have a rejection of one of them in favour of another; and this is a 
case of Parisankhya (Exclusion); e.g., the sentence already in consideration 
( Agvuabhidhanim, Se.), and also in the case of the fifth alternative of the 
Grhamédhiya sacrifice. i 

But in the case in question, the sentence does not appear actually afte: 
both actions have been pointed out, because we. have not assumed any Vedic 
direction for the holding of the reins of the ass; hence all that wo mean is 
that if we had not the sentence ‘ityaguabhidhanim, §c.,' then; the mantra could 
be employed in the holding of tlie reins of the ass also. Specially as in the 
case of all direct assertions of the Veda, we do not take then -as serving 
the sole purpose of barring the way of all assumed sentences; (that is to 
say, if it were so, then the sole use of the sentence in question would be 
in this barring, and it could not be taken as setting aside the application 
of the mantra to the holding of the reins of the ass) ; because what would 
be the use of having a sentence for a purpose (the barring of the way of 
assumed sentences) that could be served by other means? Hence for the 
sake of the Vedic sentence in question, we assume its purpose to lie in the 
setting aside of the application of the mantra to the holding of the 
ass reins. 

Thus then, taking for granted, for the sake of argument, the opposite 
contention, we offer the following explanation: If we had not the sentenco 
in question, what would be the nature of the action performed? The 
mantra would come to be employed in the holding of the reins of the horse, 
and also in that of the reins of the ass. When however the use of the 
mantra is distinctly restricted by the sentence in question, all that we 
want to know being duly pointed out, no room is left for the assuming of 
Vedio texts laying down the common application of the mantra (to the 
reins of the horse as well as of the ass); and hence it comes to be definitely 
ascertained that the mantra is to be employed in the holding of the reins 
of the horse only; and thus. there being no repetition, the sentence in 
question is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose. 


Sutra (43). Or, it may be an Arthavada. 


In the case of the sentence— With the manira ‘O, aain 
become greatly magnified,’ he enlarges the cake, “followed, at himself 
distance, by the sentence, by this the master of the sacrifice A 

comes ma gnified, — though the latter, being in a different place, cannot be 


r 
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taken as culogising the former injunction of the mantra, yet 5 
as it is the magnifying or enlarging of the cake that forms the ohiest 
of the Injunction, the whole sentence could be useful, only if it he Pes 
in persuading the agent to such enlarging ; and it is in support of such 
Persuasion that we have the latter sentence. ; 

Objection: As the cake itself could not be prepared without an 
enlargement (of the lamp of flour), any Injunction of such enlargement 
would be absolutely useless.” : 

Reply: This is not n 
to be rather 1 


as to leave it capable of being 

And thus too, it becomes clear 
y the Adhvaryu priest; because tho 
mantra in question, when repeated, comes to be known ag * Adhvaryava 
mantra,’ and thereb 


y restricts itself to a particular agent. As for that 
which is implied by the mantra itself, inasmuch 


larging is to be done b 


as that could not form the 
basis of any name (of the mantra), it could not by itself definitely point 
any particular agent, 
Could be 


Hence even though the meaning of the mantra 
Wholly got at from itself, yet we must comprehend its 3 
y means of one subsequent sentence. 

f Tuns then we find that the praising of the enlargement serves a 
distinctly Useful purpose. 

__ Objection: “Tn that case the praise of the enlargement being accom- 
Plishea by means of the sentence—! verily it magnifies the master of the 
Sacrifice himself, tra would be absolutely useless.” 
ly Not so; because the valedictory sentence has been added with 
®; and the whole thing comes to 
; the mantra Serves as a means of 


; and to the re also added the words ‘ 


aj napatih prathatam’ 


i uru tē 
A z of the sacrifice also become magni- 
fied!). And in that E the sentence, Verily the master of the sacrifice 
himself becomes magnified,’ comes to 


Point ont a sac 'ifici 
the shape of a few worda to be added to the mantra), rifici 
‘Ie this then the sole 
sentence: ( Yajnapatimava, Sc.) ?—and 


answers itin the nega 
as a matter of fact it serves the purpose of pra 


‘ester: tive; because, 
ising, in accordance with the 
rule laid down in the Sūtra IV—iii— 1. And though 


in the case in question, 
ou account of tho mantra being laid down as an Instrument (in the enlarging 
of the cake) we assume the fact of the master of the 


sacrifice being magni. 
fied to be the result following from the said enlargement, yet that which jg 
described in the Brāhmana cannot but he regarded as a Praise. Specially i 


al accessory (in 


purpose of the 


| 
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the mantra also, having its use pointed ont by the indicative power of its 
own words, cannot, by itself, point to a Result. Anything, of which the 
use is pointed out by the Instrumental gase-ending, cannot but be taken as 
bringing about a particular result, as otherwise any employment of it 
would be wholly inexplicable (apparently inconsistent). Whereds a text 
whose existence is inferred from the indicative power of certain words in 
the manira stands in need of the mention of an Action, and as such comes 
to be recognised as to be used merely in the pointing out of the Action. 
Consequently, even & mantra that is so inferred should be taken as a Praise, 
consisting of the description of the priucipal result (following from the 
action in questiou). 

The Bhashya vaises the question: How is it that the sentence in ques- 
tion uses the word prathayati, when there is no real prathana (increase) ’ ? 

To this question an objection is raised: “ To which prathana does thig 
question refer P—(1) to the prathana of the cake that forms the object 
“of the Injunction, or (2) to the prathana of the master of the sacrifice, 
“mentioned in the Arthavidu? In both cases, the question is not 
“quite proper; because, (1) as for the prathana of the cake, inasmuch 
“as it is directly enjoined, there can be no question with regard to it; 
“and secondly, the question could not be taken as referring to the 
“ prathand of the cake; because the reply that the Bhdshya gives to 
“the question is that— the existence of the prathana is pointed out by 
the mantra itself’ ; while as a matter of fact, we find that the prathana 
“of the cake is not so pointed out,—it being an entity in itself; and as 
“such the reply would be altogether irrelevant. (2) If again the question 
“ be taken as referring to the prathana in the Arthavada—the question being 
just like the question with regard to the Arthavida ( He wept ’)—* How 
“ when there is no actual weeping, &c., &. P—in that case too, the reply that 
“is given would be totally incoherent; because the mantra being 
“by the Adhvaryu priest in the prathana of the cake, 


“ tinctly found tà be connected with the cake, and not with the master of 
“the sacrifice. Tlierefore the passage cor 


rae taining the question cannot be 
“ accepted as & part of the Bhāshya and must be regarded as an inter- 
“ polation.” 


But as a matter of fact whichsoever of tho two alternatives be accepted, 
there is no incoherence in the question. (1) Granted that the prathana 
questioned about is that of the cake; we find that the procedure adop- 
ted by some sacrificers is that they employ the mantra in describing the 
cake, after it kas been enlarged ; and it is one of these sacrificers that puts the 
question from his own stand poiut— how is it that one enlarges the cake with 
the mantra, before the enlargement has been accomplished ’ f And the 
answor that is given hulf admits the contention,—it being, that on 


employed 
the prathana is dis- 
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account of its being pointed out by the mantra’: 
as the enlargement, being an alre 
formed with the mantra, 
accomplished fact, 


Or, it may be that in the 


that is to say, inasmuch 
ady accomplished fact, could not be per- 
all that the muntra does is to describe it as an 


case of all objects, the operations of the 
Prompter are always preceded by those of the Prompted ; and the same must 


be the case with words also. So in the case in question, the enlargement has 
been said to be enjoined, for the sake of the accomplishment of the object 
of the Praise, 


“On this, the following question is raised: “ No such Injunction is 
“ possible ; because there can be no object of Injunction in this case. If 
the action of the Prompter, then alone could 
n; but as a matter of fact no action of the 
ed, no action of the Prompter can be cognised ; 
expression ‘should sacrifice’ has been pronounc- 
of the words, ‘he sacrifices,’ so in the case in 
(prompting) words ‘should enlarge i have not 
ay ‘he enlarges’; nor have we any Injunction— 
‘the cnke should be enlarged,’ or that ‘ the 
be employed in its enlargement’; and in the absence of 
unction, the declaration ‘enlarges’ must be regarded as an 


e form that 
“mantra should 


“such an Inj 
“ absurdity,” 


Says the Bhashyq— 


tis eimpl He who utters the words be enlarged enlarges tne 
fulfil the making of 15 vag that all that the Adhvaryu priest does is tu 


Though anoth 
er 
easily accomplish 15 that Was possible was that the word can very 
any mention of the een of the Prompter, even without making 
granted, —yet the Bhashyq EA ~ Prompted, whose activity is taken for 


mention of this latte Spoken of the fact of the priority of the 


r, because of the richne 
Tapen bs ee tess of the mate 


rials for replying 
(2). Or, the question m 


ay be taken as referrin to the enlar, 
the master of the sacrifica, the sense of tho’ question being that ipad 
having some sort of a basis, either in fact, or in mere words, what sort of a 
basis has the Praise in question got’? And the reply given is that the 
Praise is based upon what is described in the mantra. 


The assertion that ‘ the Adhvaryu Priest addresses the mantra to the 


3 
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cake’ does not refer to the actual enlargement of the cake; but what it 
means is simply that the priest addresses the cake May the master of 
your sacrifice become magnificent.? The particle ‘itz’ after prathasva’ 
too is used in the sense of etcetera, and not as pointing to the mere word 
‘ prathasva,’ The sentence He who says become magnificent,’ &c., means 
that ‘He who says may your sacrificer be enlarged’; the meaning of the 
sentence thus comes to be that—‘one who says may the sacrificer become 
magnificent thereby actully makes him magnificent ’;—this meaning being 
got at by means of indirect (or figurative) indication. 

Or, the word ‘prathayati’ may be explained in its direct original 
sense of ‘speaks of the enlargement’; and thus it is upon this mention of 
enlargement that the Praise may be said to be based. 


Sutra (44). The Assumption is not incompatible. 

It has been urged (under Gitra 32) that the utterance of the mantra 
can have only a transcendental result. And for one who holds this view, it 
would be necessary to assume an altogether different transcendental result, 
that would follow from the particular order of the words in the mantra ; 
and inasmuch as we could also assume such a result to follow from the 
particular signification of the mantra, there can be no incongruity in this 
assumption. 

The same reasouing applies to the argument based (in the same Sutra) 
upon the fact of only certain sentences being recognised as mantra (as 
apart from other sentences having the same meaning). That is to say, 
even though there are other means of expressing the same meaning, it is 
only the particular form of a sentence that is recognised as & mantra. 
yet the leaving off of the other means, (and the employment of the par- 
ticular mantra) could be assumed to bring about a definite transtendental 
result. And hence it is established that the mantras are meant to convey 
2 derts in meaning. 


Sutra 45). In reference to the directions (relating to the 
mantras), ape can be no Objection based upon the reproach 
attaching to the action (of signification); because it serves the 
purpose of purification 
It has been urged undei: ut u-33 that, in the case of the sentence 
« Agnid agnid viharet there caa be no significance of the mantra, because 
in that case it would express ouly what is expressed in the direction, which 
would be absurd; and that for this reason, the action of signification 
‘with regard to the mantra) cannot be admisible. 
gut this objection is not applicable; because the 
serves the purposes of purification. That is to say, tho 


13 


direction iu question 
ugh the significa- 
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s mind, till the time when he is 
sacrifice, it becomes necessary for him to recall 
and what the direction does is to point ont tha 
employed as the means for recalling that idea, 
Or, we may explain the clause ‘ sanskary 
If the comprehension of the mantra had r 


be no room for any directions ; in the cas 


by means of the idea pro 
mantra cannot be regarded 


Sutra (46), The significant mantra is an Arthavada. 
Serves, through a Metaphor, to eulogise 
he purpose of encouraging the sacrificer 


that is praised in th 

Thus then the refer to the four parts of tl 
“three feet” to the three Seasons, Winter, Summer, and the R 
heads” =the two half-yearly periods ; “seven hands’ 


for the seven horses of the Sun ; “ thrice bound ” refers 
times (morning, 


1e Day ; tho 
ains; “ two 
is meant ag a praise 


to the three offering- 

midday, and evening); «Bull (vrshabha) ” serves to 

eulogise the Sun as the cause of rain (vrshti); “ erieg (roravit;) ” refers to 
thunder; and the Sun, being known to 


Great God, who entered in 
that in serving the 
hearts. 


In this way then, the ma 
ing certain means of 


all the world 
to all living beings”, 
purpose of “ncouraging m 


is spoken of ag “ the 
and the meaning of this is 
en He entered into their 
ntra is found to ser 
accomplishing a certain Dha 

Sutra (47). On account of the expression being figurative, 
there would be no contradiction, 


ve the Purpose of recall- 
rma. 


It has been urged under Sūtra 36, that in such 


Mantras as Aditi is 
Heaven,’ we find a certain contradiction of facts. 
caven, 


But the fact is that the 
tence does not actually mean that Aditi is Heaven itself; all that is 
sentence : 


it is the ion of Aditi; and the attribution of Several proper- 

P -it is the mention o j ! ; A 3 

3 15 Aditi is with a view to the praise of that deity ; aud the rela 
ties to this 
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tionship of the two may be explained through figurative interpretation? 


* 


just as in the case of the Adhikarana on dudumbara.“ (Adh. I. Pada iii) 


Sutra (48). The fact of (the learning of the meani 
mantras) not being mentioned in the sentence laying Gena tke 
study of the Veda is due to the fact of (such knowledge) not having 
any connection (with the actual performance of sacrifices). = 


Though the idea combated in this Saéra has not been brought forward 
in the Parvapaksha, yet, inasmuch as it is quite possible that it may be 
brought forward, the Sutra offers an explanation of it. If, at the time of the 
study of the Veda, the mention of the meaning were of any use, then it 
would certainly have been mentioned in the Injunction; but as a matter of 
fact, such is not thd case; as it bears no connection with the actual perform- 
ance of sacrifices. And as for the getting up of tho meanings (in the 
same way as the text is got up), this is not enjoined, because, the ascertain- 
ing of the meaning of a mantra, being like the ordinary acts of wash- 
ing, &c., is a much easier affair than the getting up of the mantra itself, 


Sutra (49). Moreover, there is an ignorance of really existing 
(meanings). 

It has been urged under Sitra 38, that the meaning of some mantras 
cannot be made out. But this is scarcely true ; because as a matter of fact, 


there is always 2 certain meaning present; and it is only when there is a 


certain discrepancy in the understanding of the man that he fails to com- 


prehend it. i 
The means of getting at the meanings of mantras are the following : 


(1) The er tho mantro, (2) the Context, (3) the particular hymm in which 
it occurs; (4) the Deity to whom it refers, (5) the Rshi who propounded it, 
(6) such explanatory works as Nigama, Nirukta, Vyakarana, and the like. 
And the only reason why er these are kept up is that thoy help us in get- 
ting at the true meanings of mantras. , 

And just as in t he case of Grammar, as it always refers to well known 
words, such agencies 48 those of ‘delesion,’ ‘ modification,’ &c., aro 
brought in ouly as means to an end (the explanation of already existing 
forms of words) ; and yet ignorant people think that Grammar creates 
new words by these means ;—s0 in the same manner, in the case in question, 
in the matter of the comprehension of the meaning of eternal sentences 
the mantras), the mention of the names of the Rshis who 
though appearing to deprive the mantra of its eternal 
character—only serves 88 the means of getting at their real meanings. 

Then again, (I) we find that, while explaining a certain sentence, people 
often adopt the plan of speaking of the words as intelligent beings, and then 


(composing 
Proponnded them, 
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ttributing to them certain functions of signification,—as when they say ‘this: 
p vd s this while that word says something else’ and so forth; (2) and also 
E EE a discussion, the two opponents are only assumed for the 
sake of a clear exposition of the two sides of the 
the same kind is the assumption that a certain ma 
by such and such a Rshi. 


Or, it may be that the mantras were actually uttered by these Rshis ; 
but that does not mean either that they were composed by them, or that 
they were not known to other people and were brought out by them; 
but the fact is that, just as even now-a-days when a man wishes to say 

thing, in order to strengthen his assertion, he quotes some old saying 
2 5 stead of expressing tle sume idea in his own words,—so in the 
1 Sarees in the case in question, Bhrgu and other Rshis learned in 
115 Vedas and having their minds fully saturated with 

quoted certain significant mantras, with a view to expr 
thoughts, in their ordinary parlance, instead of framing their 
and it is owing to this that at present we come to ta 
as inseparable from such meanin 
these mantras) ; and iti 
eternal facts, &c.; and the recalling of the name of the Rshi ig only with 
a view to show that the idea exnraccead 2 : 


1 ~x pressed is supported by authority, 
In connection with this, people relate a story 


shi, Bhūtānça by name, in order to conquer old age 

the Hynns Srnyera, &e.,’ to the Agwins; and as toy 
Hymn, we find the words ‘ Bhūtānço Cwindh Kam, 
that the Hymn was addressed by the Rshi Bhũt 


question ; exactly of 
nira was propounded 


Vedic sayings, 
ess their own 
own Sentences ; 
ke the mantras 


8 shows 


ança to the Acwing, And 
as for the words themselves, “ gynt᷑ „S those that are driven by the Srni 
or the goad,—viz, : elephants; the broad ‘4’ (in Srinya) is a Vedic fem 
of the dual; ‘jarbhari *=hayi . 


‘ hting soldiers; Parpharika’ S bril. 


and death. Thus the 
purport of the whole sentence comes to be this: The Agwins—who strike 


t their enemies and kill them, as if they were two elephants urged by the 
. ad,—and though tbus striking, they shine with beneficence ; and being 
5 on teat with wine, just as the cdtaxa birds are with water, —may these 
in 

ins free me from old age and death! * 
“ ie Hymn beginning with ‘ Amyak sātah’ proceeded from the 


— — 
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Agastya; and he addressed it to Indra, with a viow to obtain the wealth 
of immortality ; hence it is that in the following verse, we find the asser- 
tion — May you, Indra, give ue that wealth.’ And itis in the light of this 
sentence that the verse in question should be taken. The verse, then, is 
found in the Hymn addressed to the Maruts, recited on the second day of 
the Chandomat ; and the word ‘ amyak ’= companion, being formed from the 
indeclinable ‘ ama,’ (the same that is found in the word ‘ amatya’); hence 
‘amyaksa’ =ama (saha) ancati, i.e., that which lives together; ‘Rshti’ 
=a weapon thrown by the hand; ‘asmé’=for us; ‘ sanémi *=ancient ; 
abhram water, the Maruts; ‘junanti = sprinkle; ‘ agnigcit’’ brings for- 
ward asimile; atass = dry grass; ‘ gueukvan’=burnt ; and ‘ just as the 
water gets at the island, so do you get at the foodstuffs.’ When taking the 
Sentence as a whole, the first word is to be taken with the third, and the 
second with the fourth; and the pronoun ‘sq’ implies a corresponding ‘ yat, 
in the third foot of the verse ; the meaning being that ‘ that which appears 
like Fire among dry grass, such a weapon of yours, your constant companion, 
extremely dear to you, has become ours, through your kindness; and those 
that sprinkle water in the form of rain, and hold all foodstuffs, as the water 
holds the island, these, being your dear friends, have become ours ; and thus 
having become like us please impart to us your immortality.’ 

The Hymn Ekuya, &., is also addressed to Indra, the meaning being— 
by a single effort, i.e., all at once, Indra drank, the ‘ sardnsi’=the vessels 
filled with Soma ; ‘ Kanuka’=desirons, the word being a Vedic modification 
of the word Kamuka,’ while the broad ad indicates the particular case- 
termination; or the. word ‘Känukā’ may be taken as synonymous with 
Kantakani,’ &., that have been mentioned in the Nirukta as synonymous 
with it, 

Thus then in the case of all mantras, it being found to be quite possible 
for learned people to get at their meanings even though they may not be 
generally known, yet there is nothing incongruous in the acceptance of 
these Meanings in the Veda. And as such the fact of mantras having 
Certain definite meanings cannot be denied, 


Sutra (50). The presence of the mention of transient things 
has already been explained. 


That is, under the Sūtra I—i—31. The Master of the Sacrifices 18 
always the petitioner, and Indra the person appealed to; and as for ihe 
Word ‘ Kikata,’ though it is the name of a country, yet this country 18 no 
transient; or the word may be taken as synonymous with ‘ Krpanāh GED 
that exist among all people. “ Pramaganda ” is the name of the > a 
Cause such a one gives away in the hopes of getting back MT DESE 
(which is signified by the parts of the word ‘ pramaganda 7. 20 
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kah” =the impotent man; and the wealth that-belongs to him is“ Naiga- 
çūkha ”; and ‘as this wealth is of use in sacrifices, while they themselves 
do not perform any, therefore please make over all that wealth to me.’ The 
rest is clear enough. 


Sutra (51). The teaching through expressive power shows 
that the mantra has the same meaning. 


_ In the sentence ‘ Agnéyyagnimupatishthaté,’ the fact of the word 
‘Agnéyi’ pointing out Agni to be its Deity, through the indicative 
power of the word, distinctly shows that the mantra itself is capable of 

bointing to Agni. That is to say, the nominal affix in ‘@gnéyi’ is one 
that is possible only when the compound means ‘that whereof the Deity 
is Agni; and again it is a well recognised fact that that object (or Deity) 
which is directly pointed out by the mantra, is its own Deity ; and the 
fact of the mantra belonging to any particular Deity cannot be established 
by the mere mention of the name of that Deity, in the mantra ; for 
instance in a mantra that is well known to belong to a single Deity, even 

F the ee of many Deities may be present, yet that does not make 

the mantra pertain to these deities, And we cannot ascertain which Deity 

is directly expressed by the mantra, unless this latter be admitted to-have 


a certain signification; and hence also the mantras cannot be absolutely 
meaningless, 


Sutra (52). So also is the Tha. 


As for an instance of wha, in the case o 
: se of the sentence ‘ the 
grows not,’—as the growing of the age and fatness, &e., o pp 


à 1 f the 
mother is an apparent fact, it cannot be rightly denied; an ie s th Š 
; nee, in 


Sutra III—i—18, it ig concluded 
Word. But in case of the word, 


‘growth’ is taken in the goneral Aa &e. ; consequently the word 
Se of ‘more material; and accordingly 


animals being taken up, 
‘ growth ok other words, 
Though in the case of the Mother, Father, &., 
relative terms, and thereby pointing to their relatives, the differ 
among them would be established by the difference among their tact 
relatives themselves, and as such there can be no wha in this 8 — 
yet, inasmuch as it is a well recognised fact that there can be no da in 3 
case which is amenable ton definite law, while there is an dha in cases not 


these words being 


a a Ay 
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amenable to any law, it is clear that in the case in question, a certain 
meaning must have been desired to be conveyed by the sentence. For 
otherwise, all the particular transcendental results would follow from the 
same word without its being in any way modified. 

So also the sentence vam hi agnẽ prathumõ manola, &c.,’ shows that 
though the animal may be dedicated to another Deity, the Manota hymn 
to be employed must be that which is sacred to Agni; and this meaning of 
the sentence would be possible only when the hymus sacred to other Deities 
—Vayn for instance—could be pointed out by Dia. 

So also in the sentences ‘usrānäm méshdndm, &c.,’ the mention of the 
various animals—which are really pointed out by Uha only—could not but 
have been with a desire to convey a definite meaning. Otherwise, there 
would be two distinct transcendental results—one following from the rejec- 
tion of the original word, and auother from the assumption of another. 


Sutra (53). 80 also are the Injunctive words. 


In the Brahmanas we find certain Injunctions, which very often make 
mention of the parts of certain mantras by means of synonymous words ; 
and this also shows that the mantras express a definite meaning. For if they 
had no meanings, such Injunctions would be absolutely meaningless, 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the mantras are always ured 
with a desire to convey a definite meaning. 


Thus ends the Second Padu of Adhydya I. 


PADA III. 


TREATING OF THE SMRTIS. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
Authority of the Smrtis. 


Sutra (1). “Dharma being based upon the Veda, all that is 
not Veda is to be disregarded.” 


We have already established the usefulness, with regard to Dharma, 
of the Veda, consisting of Vidhis (direct Injunctions) Arthavadas (vale- 
dicts passages), and mantras. We now proceed to consider the case of 
the Smrtis, of whose meaning and limits we are fully cognisant, ag com- 


posed by such human authors as Manu and the rest,—and also the case of 
established Usages, not so com 


idea of. the authority of the Veda, until we have fully 


8 ings; and as it is only by the help of the Smrtis ana 
established Usage that it can be 80 understood, it is only right that the nature of 80 


should be investigated. (2) Finding Smrtis and Usage to serve as authorities for 

Dharma, we might take exception to the conclusion arrived at, under Sūtra 2, Pada 1 

that the Veda is the sole authority for Dharma; and in e arsine oe 
it is to be shown that these are also based upon the Veda from which alone they deriye 
their authority. (8) The subject-matter of this Philosophy has been declared p bo 
the “ Investigation of the nature of Dharma ;” and after the authority for Dharna 
in the shape of the Veda has been fully dealt with, it is only right that the nature of 
ita other authorities should be considered. 


The consideration of the Smrtis precedes that of the“ Nämadhēya” (which is an 


rtion of the Veda) because the latter do not in apy way affect the former, thogh 
* former do at times help in the full comprehension of the latter. 


this, og 


— 


— 
— — 
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The reasons for doubt as tothe authoritativenessor otherwise of these are 
thus explained: Inasmuch as these Smrtis are dependent (upon human 
authors), we conclude that their authority is not self-sufficient; and as for 
the absolute falsity (or untrustworthiness), this is set aside by the firmness 
(of popular acceptance and trust in them). To explain—The Smrtis of 
Manu and others are dependent upon their memory ; and memory depends 
for its authority upon the truthfulness of its source; consequently the au- 
thority of not.a single Smréi can be held to be self-sufficient, like that of 
the Veda. And inasmuch as we find them accepted, as authoritative, by an 
unbroken line of respectable people learned in the Vedas, we cannot con- 
clade them to be absolutely false either. And hence, it is only natural, 
that there should be a doubt on the point. 

On this question then, we have the following :— 


PORVAPAKSHA. 


“The authority of the Smrtis cannot be accepted ; because it is only 

® cognition of some previous cognition that is called Smrti or Remem- 

x brance ; and hence we can never consider it true, in the absence of such 

previous cognition. 

“To explain further: As a matter of ordinary experience, we find 

i “that all remembrances appear with reference to objects that have been 

s previously cognised by Sense-perception, or some other means of cogni- 
“tion, and being always similar to this previous cognition, strengthen 

“the idea of the object cognised. Now, we have already proved (in the 

“ Tarkapada) that Sense-perception and the other means of right notion 

“do not apply to the notion of the capability of such actions as the 

“Ashtaka and the like, to bring about superphysical results, like 

Heaven, &. 

“As for Verbal Authority too, though we find such \authority (in 

“the Veda) for the Agnihotra, Go., we cannot find any texts in support of 

5 the Ashtaka; and as for the assumption of a Verbal Authority, inasmuch 

5 the object is not coguised by Sense - perception, such an 9 

i tion would be a remote (and a far more complicated) operation 1118 

the assumption of a Dharma, without any such authority. To exp an 
further: Sense-perception is the only means of knowing such texts; an 


gos 5 Pi en when not so known, such an authority be colnet a 115 8 

a ar More reasonable to assume a Dharma, without any METT dio In- 

b can Inference help us ia the assumption of a DTA con- 
„action for the Ashtaka ; because Remembrance is not f anything else 
& ee aitant with such Direot Injunction; nor do we know o thereof. Just 
i. hat ing so concomitant) could lead to the Inference harma (as ral 

“as se no inferential mark to prove the existence op oaen 

14 


“th 


as 
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“been explained in the Tarkapada, Ch. on Inference), so, for the same rea- 
Sons, we cannot have an Inference leading us to any Vedic texts with re- 
„ gard to the Ashtaka. 

Nor can we get at such Vedic texts by means of Verbal Authority— 
either eternal or produced; because we can have no confidence in any 
newly produced Verbal Assertion; and as for an eternal assertion, no 
“such is possible (with regard to the Smrti, which is itself not eternal). 
“Though such texts, being amenable to Auditory perception, may be 
“capable of having their existence supported by human assertions, yet, 
“inasmuch as human assertions are found to abound in deception, we can- 
not have any confidence in them; and as such cannot admit of the texts, 
“on the sole authority of these. Even at the present day, we find many 
“ people declaring certain fagts to be supported by the Scriptures, though 
“ag a matter of fact, there is no such support. s 

“ Consequently people who have often been put into trouble by deceit- 
„ ful people naturally have grave doubts as to whether Manu actually 
i found a Vedic text laying down the Ashtaka, &., and hence declared his 
3 1 0 e the Veda, or that without having found any such 

if 5 bs e only made the declaration, in order to inspire confidence in his 
0 sertions. And the mere fact of there being such a suspicion sets 
aside the authoritative character of the Smrtis. 

“ And as for the Veda itself, this being eternal, can never set about 
“pointing out a basis for the Smrtis, that have a beginning in E A 
„he mantra, &., themselves can never serve as such bases; Aii 115 A 
“are devoid of any direct Injunction ; nor can they point n : 1355 
reasonable basis, because they have other functions to perform. * 
g “ Nor do we find a total accord amongst the many compilers of the 
i weir a ee 5 a hence on the mere strength of human assertions, 
` bids 0 p% the Zmrkis to be based upon previously cognised Vedie 

„Nor do we know what sort of Vedic text these authors r 
„across; we find that by the Arthavada and other s ; 


„many people 15 been led astray (e. 9., the author of the K alpasiitras, Vide 
« Adh. III). That sx to say, if We were absolutely certain that Mann had 
“ actually found Vedic texts in the proper form of Direct Injune j 
“the said assumption wonld have been possible ; but as a matter of fact 
„even at the present day we find many people being led astray, by 155 

ne aie I 1 here entirely different significations (but are 

« mistaken ag being Direct Injunctions), 

end hepdo we have our suspicions with regard to Manu and others 


ally came 
uch supplementary texts, 


tions, then 


4180. 


Aud as for the fact of the authority of these being based upon texts 
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“ contained in such portions of the Veda as have been lost to us, such on 
“ assumption would bo like a case meant to be supported by the evidence 
of a person that is dead; and if such an assumption were accepted, people 
“would be assuming such an authority for anything that they liked. 
“For these reasons we conclude that Vedic support for the Ashéaka is 
“ not cognisable by Verbal Authority. 
„As for Analogy, it can have no application in the case of an object 
“ that has never been perceived, and an object similar to which has never 
been recognised ; and as such, it cannot be the means of cognising a Vedic 
„support for the Askéaka. 
“Though Apparent Inconsistency might be held to give an idea of such 
“ Vedic support, yet such Inconsistency could be equally urged in support 
“of the untrustworthy character of the Smrtis; inasmuch as mistakes 
„are not impossible. If the Smrtis (Remembrances) were not possible 
“ without an assumption of the Veda, then alone could they be accepted as 
„having a right basis (through Apparent Inconsistency) ; but as a matter 
ok fact, Remembrance is often found to be based upon (such untrust- 
“ worthy sources as) Dreams, &c. ; hence finding the ground of the said In- 
“t consistency not absolutely true, either Apparent Inconsistency or Inference 
“cannot be rightly brought forward (as giving rise to an idea of Vedic 
‘support for the Smrtis). 
“Thus then such Vedic texts being found to be amenable to Negation 
“only (ie. being found to be non-existing), though there may be other 
“ sources or supports (for the Smrtis), yet inasmuch as we do not find any 
“ such support as we should like to have, we conclude them to be absolutely 
“ baseless (and devoid of authority). , 
“ Says the ‘Bhashya (in opposition to the above arguments): Those 
“ who know a certain action to be fit for being done, how coulil they declare it 
“ to be incapable of being done? And the meaning of this is that those who 
% know a certain action as fit to be done in a certain manner, and as leading 
“ to a particular result,—or (simply) those who know the action as capable 
“of being performed,—knowing this, how could they, only for deluding us 
“say that it ought not to be done? Though it may be urged that one who 
“ declares it as fit to be done may be different from one who declares it to 
“ad hension of the Smrti. that the pro- 
„ due comprehension of the Smrti, only when we kuow belonging tò 
5 Pounder knew and remembered it thus (the two factors 40 may bo 
one and the same person). Or, the passage in the e (t. i., 
0 (better) explained thus: If Manu and others, knew a oe ciate it to be 
4 he Ashtaka) as not fit for being performed, how could thoy of the prorat” 
a fit for boing performed, and thereby lead astray the people oe 
day, who have done them no harm ? ’ i 


„ be unfit,—yet, how is this difference possible ? For, in any case, we have 


v 
I 


Fa 
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Says the Bhāshya (in reply to this intermediate objection) 2˙ N 
“of the impossibility of remembrance. The notion (of Ashtaka) that the 
“people later than Manu have cannot be said to be a Remembrance, because 
“they have never cognised it before ;-80, in the case of Manu also, if any 
“ means of recognising it previously were possible, then there could be a 
“ remembrance of it; and not otherwise (but we have already shown vue 
“none of the recognised means of right notion is applicable to the case; 
and hence we conclude that no remembrance was possible even for Manu). 

_ “(Says the Bhashya, in answer to tho question Knowing it to 
“be unfit for being done, how could Manu delude people by declaring the 
“ Ashtak@ as fit to be performed ? *\—A barren woman may declare that 
“ a certain thing was done by her grandson; and then subsequently recalling 
“ the fact that she had no daughter, she could never believe her former assertion 

lo be true; and to this an objection is raised: “ How is it that the Bha- 


“ shya has left off the Son or the Daughter, and cited the Grandson as an 
example? The reason for this is the sim 
“to say; Manu 


“stands in the place of the Son or the Daughter, and his remembrance 
“ stands in the iti 


“is that) just a 
“ ter, concludes h 


“u 


an having thought of the absence of the Daugh- 
er remembrance of her grandchild to be a mistake,—so, 
conclude his remembrance (of the 
a mistake, when he would find that 


“ of right notion be cognisable by Sense-perception or any other means 


8 gruity in the fact of 
er a misconception, laid down the Ashtaka), 


@ (in answer to the above arguments) : ‘ Just as there 

with regard to the Veda (it is considered 
ground be urged in favour of the Smrtis), 
5 25115 Smrtis, yet 


“ subject-matter, and Proceeds to 


“ for them] : 


Tho case of th ; ; 5 
9 oe e Vedais entirely different (from that of the Smrtis) ; it 
inom 1 lrect Sense perception; and hence having by its means 
“ cognise 1 hee m another person, exactly as one would Cognise the 
“existence of the jar at a certain place, people learn it from him, 
“and then Temember 1t: and others cognising it as thus remembered, 

“ get it up in their turn, ang give it to others, who go on doing the same; 
„and so the process has gone on eternally; and as the remembrance 
“of every individual ig preceded by a rightful cognition of it, there ig 
s“ po want of proper basis in this case. All that is solely dependent upon 
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“ the usage of experienced people, is the fact that the texts thus learnt and 
“remembered are named Veda; but even prior to the recognition of the 
name, people directly perceive it to be something entirely different in 
“character from other things, and (in the case of a particular Veda as 
“ being learnt by a particular student) different from the other Vedas, 
in the form of the Rgveda (for instance) as consisting of mantras and 
“ Brahmapas different from all other things. The names of all these are 
“ eternal; and by means of these, whenever, subsequently, they come to be 
“‘cognised, they are cognised by direct Sense-perception, as we have 
“ already proved. 7 
“Inu the case of the Ashtaka, on the other hand, even when it is 

“seen as being performed by another person, and this performance 
“is cognised by Direct Sense-perception), there is no such basis for 
“any idea of its having a causal potentiality (in leading the performer 
“to Heaven), like the action of the potter (which is actually seen to 
“result in the ready made jar). If it be the mere form of the Asktaku 
„that was remembered by Manu, then other people would also have re- 
“ membered it, on having seen it with their eyes, like the ordinary action 
of cooking, as being performed by others. But it is the causal potentinlit s 
“of the Ashtaka towards leading the agent to Heaven, that is said to be 
„remembered (and is laid down as such) by Manu; but no such capability 
“(of proceeding to Heaven) is seen to appear in another person (by 
“ the performance of the Ashtaka@) ; and as such we conclude the traditional 
“assertion of such causal potentiality of the Ashtaka to be like the 
“description of a certain colour handed down by one blind person 
“ to another. 

“Such a rude simile has been brought forward, because people are 
“ impudent enough to attribute Veda-like eternality to all such asser- 
tions, on the ground of an assumed eternality of usage. Though as a 
“matter of fact, in the Veda, we have an eteruality of faithfulness and 
e guthoritativeness; while, in the case in question, we have an eternality of 
“falsity and inauthoritativeness. Specially because (in the case of the 
description handed down by the blind man) the person that had the idea 
“in the first instance did not himself see the colour; and no authority 
“can attach to that which is not cognised by one’s own self independently. 
“Exactly similar is the case with the remembrance of the Ashtaka. 
“That is to say, we do not find any Vedio Injunction on which it p 
“based; nor can any such Injunction be inferred, when it has rer 
“any of its relations. cognised (by Sense-perception). r 115 ations 
„had been invariably propounded, on the basis of certain Veme wold 
“ that had been found (by the Authors), then sub ee oe eda 


“also haye been handed down to us,—oxactly as the anbjeot- 5 
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“to be (by means of the Smytis)—being pointed out as the sourco 
“from which Manu and others got their compilations. 
“It may be urged that the people of old were fully satisfied with re- 
“ membering the sense, and having thus neglected the original text, this 
became lost through negligence, But this is not right ; because it is not 
“ possible that people should forget that upon which rests the authority 
“of the sense; as the remembrance of the sense has no self-sufficient 
“authority (Jike the Veda). All men are cognisant of the fact, that in 
such cases, nothing can be accepted as authoritative, until its source is 
found in the Veda; how, then, could they forget it so completely ? 
“Then again, how is it that Manu and others did not make the 
“same efforts to hand down the original Vedic Injunctions, as they did 
“in propounding their own compilations ? If even those Authors only 
“knew the sense, and had not found the original Veda, the 
“ put the above question to their predecessors ; and thus the tradition 
“being found, at each step, to be without' a basis (in the Veda), you would 
not become free from the charge of your 
„If it be assumed that they have ab 


“that have become lost, then the authority of the Smrtis of the Bauddhas 
“ could also be established, by means of a similar assumption. And people 


_ “would be utilising the authority of such assumed Vedic texts now lost 
“in support of anything they might wish to assert. 


„Ik on the other hand, the Ashtaka had its authority 
“as we have it, then other people could also find it 
“said to have done; and it would, in that case, 
“to learn such facts directly from the Veda ; and as such, the compilation 
“of the Smrtis would be absolutely useless (if all that is said in the 
“ Smrtis were to be found by us in the Veda itself). 
Nor do we exactly know the natur 
found as his authority (for the Acht 
«p direct Injunction (and as Such possessed of inherent abso 
pity), orin that of re Arthavada (and as such of doubtfal an 
u And, as a matter of fact, we find tha 
a orson may try with his hand, he can never distinguish white or blach 
could be done by the eye alone; and in the same manner the 
Ashtakā being enjoined in the Veda cannot be accepted un- 

10 fact of the Vedi : . . 2 P 
ctually find the Vedic Injunction in support of it). Nor can we 
u legs we & od of its being based upon the Veda, by the declarationg of 
olf (as that ‘the whole Veda is the source of Dharma’ and go 
it is just possible that he neyer found any Vedic texts, 


in the Veda 
just as Manu may be 


be a more Proper course 


thority). 
t, in the dark, however much a 


ü (which 


be convine 
„Manu hims 


cauο : . . ; 
“ forth); et 30 declarations, simply with a view to delude the people, 
anii made the 1 agons, wo conclude that the Smrtis ars not autho ritat ive.” 


r 
“ For there 


111 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (2). But on account of the agent being the same, the 
fact could be established by reasoning (Anumäna). 


Asa matter of fact, we find that the Smrtzs have been compiled by Manu 


and others in a correct manner, unlike the compilations of the (Bauddhas), 
and also that the fourteen Sciences ( Purana, &c.), similarly compiled, give 


very correct explanations of their respective subjects. Consequently, inas- 
much as these Authors themselves are not to be met with now (and what they. 


say is well said and as such cannot be without some sound basis), it becomes 
necessary to assume & certain unseen basis for their cognitions. 

And in this connection, only five assumptions are possible :—(1) that 
they were totally mistaken ; (2) that what they assert is based upon their per- 
sonal observation and experience ; (3) that they learnt it from other persons; 
(4) that they have wilfully made wrong statements, with a view to delude 


the people; and (5) the last and the most simple and rensonable one, that 


their assertions are based upon Direct Vedic Injunctions. 


This last is the most reasonable assumption, as it is this alone that is in 


keeping with actual facts (viz.: the authoritative character of the asser- 
tions of Manu). That is to say, when it becomes necessary to make assump- 
tions of the unseen, we must try, as far as possible, to make only such as- 


sumptions as are not contrary to directly perceptible facts, and do not, 


in their turn, necessitate the assumption of other unseen facts. 


Now, then (1) if we assume the fact of Mann being totally mis- - 


taken in the assertions he has made, this assumption would be contrary to 
the directly perceptible fact of his works being excellent compilations (and 
containing many correct and excellent teachings, &o.); and it would also 
tend to set aside the universally accepted authoritative character of his 
assertions ; and this assumption would also necessitate many other gratui- 
tons ‘essumptions,—nemely : (a) that the people of his own days accepted 


and followed the mistake propounded by Mann ; (b) the means adopted by 


Manu, in order to prove to others that it is nota mistake, and so forth. 

(2) In the case of the assumption that the assertions are based upon 
the compiler’s own personal observation,—(a) in the first place, we have to 
assume this observation itself; (b) then we should have to assume an extra- 
ordinary faculty in the compiler, contrary to all that we know of among the 
People of tho present day (by means of which they could directly perceive. 


Such superphysical entities as Dharma and the rest) ; and the pose à 


"ny such extraordinary faculty, we have already set aside, in o ‘Karikde 
refutation of the omniscience (of Buddha, vide Clokavartika Sutra 2, Karte 
34. et 8e a 5 
9.0 ` 2 3 
(8) As for the assumption that these assertions are based upon e 


= atts 
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other persons, this has already been set asid 
resembling a description of colour 
any such baseless tradition ever atta. 

(4) Similarly in the case of th 
sought to delude people, we have to 
purposely deluding people; second] 
seeking to delude people ; thirdly, 


e (in the preceding Sūtra), as 
handed down by blind men ; nor does 
in any authority. 

e assumption that Manu has purposely 
assume, in the first place, this fact of his 
y, we have to assume his motive in thus 
the fact of people having fallen into the 
e continuation of the mistake up to the 


hall have to make endless assumptions. 
Then again, this- assumption would mean the denying of the authority of 


ng, of Manu being true); and this would 
perceptible fact. 
(5) Therefore it must be admitted th 


k hig Conceptions. It is this 


it becomes possible 
ed with the Veda, In the cage 


Snot but admit the source of 

these to lie in the Veda itself, ource o 
Then, there is the question How ig it that this Vedic Injunction 

(of the Ashtaka) is not found p ” 


To this, some people make the following reply: Such Vedic Injunc- 

tions are always to be inferred; they are never directly mentioned ; exactly 
like those injunctions that are assumed on the strength of the implication 
of certain mantras (¢.g., the mantra 1 cut the grass, the seat of the gods” 
> epted as pointing to the assumed Injunction that this mantra should 
ja recited at the cutting of the grass), Though it may be questioned how 
he recite 


. is never uttered can ever be recognised as the re uisi 
— that is neve g quisite 


> 
. 
. 
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basis,—yet that cannot affect our position; becanse, the fact of such In- 
junction being tke source is established by an unbroken remembrance, 
which is as unbroken as the handing down: of the Vedic text itself. (That 
is to say Manu also knew of the Ashtaka as having been laid down: by 
previous teachers ; and as this continued tradition is not otherwise expli- 
cable, it is quite reasonable for us to assume an original Vedic Injunction). 
Just as in the case of the text of the Veda, it is accepted as existing in its 
original form, only on the ground of its having been handed down by an 
unbroker line of teachers,—so too in the case in question, we van establish 
an unbroken line of such Vedic Injunctions, as are inferred through the 
(Apparent Inconsistency of the) declaration of the remembrance of the Ash- 
_ taka (i.e. by all teachers of the old times, one after the other). 

But this explanation is not quite satisfactory ; because the tradition has 
already been spoken of as resembling the description of colour handed down 
by blind men. As for the Vedic Injunction that is never uttered, as this 
can never be cognisable by any means of right notion, it is scarcely possible 
to prove its existence; and thereby the Smyti comes to resemble the grand- 
child of the barren woman (as urged under the last Sūtra). As for the as- 
sumption of Vedic-Injunctions on the strength of the implications of the 
mantras, these latter are eternal, aud as such there is nothing contradictory 
in their having the eternal potentiality of pointing to the existence of 
Vedic Injunctions; whereas in the case of the Smrtis, they themselves 
stand in need of the basic Vedic Injunction, and as such cannot rightly be 
made the means of inferring non-uttered injunctions). ` 

For these reasons, it would be far more rensonable to assume the Surtis 
to have their source in the Injunctions contained in such portions of the 
Veda as have been lost; nor is such disappearance of the Veda impossible, 
as even now we fiud the Veda losing much of itself, either through the 
negligence or laziness of the students, or through the gradual disappearance 
of people versed in it. It cannot be urged that any and every theory 
could declare itself to be based upon such authority; because such lost 
Vedic texts can be assumed only on the ground that without such texts, the 
firm conviction and remembrance of highly respectable people of the three 
higher castes remain inexplicable. : 

Or, we may hold that the Smrtis are based upon texts contained in 
the very portions of the Veda that are available now-a-days. If it be 
questioned—how is it that they are not found ?—we make the 1 
reply: (1) Because of the various brauches of the Veda being 1 
(2) because of the negligence of the people learning it; and (3) fail to 
of the texts being contained in diverse sections of the Veda A of the 
actually lay our hands upon those texts that form the o3 15 
Smrtis. \ 


15 
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There has been a further question—* Why 
themselves not collected together“? 


And the reply to this is that this was not done, for fearing of destroy- 


ing the natural order of the text of the Veda. It is only a fixed gaer 
of the verbal text of the Veda the study of which has been enjoined. 
And as for the rules of conduct dealt with in the Smprtis, these REP 
seattered abont here and there, in various branches, chapters and sections 
of the Veda. And of these (as appearing in the Veda), some actions 
are laid down with eference to human agents, while some are 
such as are laid down in connection with the various sacrifices, but 
are, for some reason or other, explained as referring, to the human agent 


ibitive inj i as ‘One 
also; as for example, we have such prohibitive injunctions as 
should not talk to his wi 


Brahmana,” 
tice 


then were these Vedic texts 


direct r 


as already been laid 
ife happen to be in a certain 
esent at the sacrifice, the prohibition of 
comes absolutely irrelevant, if taken as 
for this reason it is explained as a general 


»  omserved in ordinary intercourse. The same is the 
case with the threatening of the Brahmand). 


Went about e 
general conduct of 


men), and teaching these separately, then as the 
natural order of the 
against the injunction 
Strength of this exa 
vada portions (as use 
or only such Portions 


eda, 
sacrifices ; 


formance of the 
i adually disappear, 

15 Fal i oe himself could hot necessarily have Studied all the 
brane 15 we 1985 edas (and as Such he could not always lay his hands 
Upon inet OUO ERS s). What ave done was to try and find ont 
the texts from various students of the diferent branches, and then to 
have kept in mind the meaning of these texts, which he must have em- 
bodied in his compilation. 


Nor can it be reasonably urged (as has been done in the Pūrvapak 
that, ‘we do not quite know whether the texts on which Manu based his 
rule were in the form of a Direct Injunction, or only in that of 40%. 
vidas’; because just as the firmness of the conviction In the Supp; 
wecludes the fact of its being based upon a misconception, SO Would it 
l eclude the chance of its being based upon an Arthavada passage, 

= without doubt Manu was capable of distinguishing a Direct Injune. 
or 


~ 


sha) 


* 
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tion from an Arthavädu. And inasmuch as we find the Smrti itself to 
have the form of Direct Injunction, it could only point to a homogenous 
Vedic Text, which therefore must be admitted to be of the form of Direct 
Injunction ; and there can be no grounds for holding the Smrti to have a 
heterogenous source in an Arthavada. ~ 

And farther, the authors of the Smytis themselves have completely 
bound themselves by such declarations as—“ The whole of the Veda is 
the root of Dharma,” “all ok it is mentioned in the Veda,” and so forth ; 
and certainly these assertions could not have been blindly accepted 
by the people of their own days (without their having fully examined 
the truthfulness of these assertions, which could have been accepted only 
after the people had found the base of all that is laid down in the Smrtis, 
in direct Vedic Injunctions). Hence we conclude that the Smrtis have 
their anthority through the Veda itself, 

'Some people seek to establish by Inference, the self. sufficient 
authority of the Smrytis, or the fact of their being based upon tlie 
Veda, by means of the premiss —“ because the agent is the same.” But 
their argument becomes too wide, when we refer to such actions as are 
performed by tlie same people under the influence of some temporary 
impulse (which actions too would come to be equally authorised); and . 
further, if the Swrtis be held to be proved“ self-authoritative,” then such 
an argument would be directly contradicted by the apparent fact of many 
Smrti Injunctions having their source in Direct Vedic Injunctions that 
are easily accessible. For these reasons, we must admit Apparent In- 
consistency alone, as has been mentioned in the Sütras, as establishing the 
fact of the Swrtis having their source in the Veda; as there are no in- 
superable objections to this; and © Apparent Inconsistency ” can also be 
called.“ Anumāna,” inasmuch as it gives rise to cognition, after or in 
the wake of— anu '—Sense-perception (māna). 

Says the Bhashya—Asy@ ëra Smr terdradhimnah 


: oe kāranam anumndsya- 
me; nud this may be explained as— we shall infe 


v the source (of the 
1 Tue Author bas based his arguments in f. 

being based upon the Veda, on the Apparent Incous 
of being remembered by an unbroken line of respectable people; and he has explained 
the expression “ because of the agent being the same” (of the Siitra) as only pointing 
to the possibility (in the case of the Smrtis of the three higher castes) of their being 
based upon Direct Vedic Injunctions, He now sets about refuting the view of some 
commentators who explain the Sūtra in the sense of a direct Inferential Argament, 
secking to prove, by means of the premiss, the fact of the Smrti either being self- 

~ authoritative, or having its source in the Veda ; this argument being expanded into 
the following form: “The Smrtis are authoritative,—because the persons that 55 
form the acts laid down in them are the same as those that perform those laid down i 
the Veda,—just as the Veda (is authoritative)» and so forth, ` 


tvonr of the fact of the Smrtis 
istency of the facts therein treated 
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. . . m- 
Şmrti in the Veda) from the firmness (of its conviction y pra l 
1 0 '; or as— we shall infer the source of this firmness (of its 
ra 5 5 
i to lie in the Veda). ; 5 b 
e the Bhashya—LDven in this life men are not found to 5 i, HE, 
ceive such facts (as the Ashtaka, c.) And the sense of this 


8 : i r by a pro- 
inasmuch as the course of our existence is separated from another by a p 


; : . zan never be said 
cess of death that destroys all previous impressions, we can 


255 ` tion, 
to carry (in our present existence) any ideas, gained from os 8 5 (and as 
of certain courses of action leading to certain superphysical vee 1 
such the Smrtis of Manu, &c., cannot be said to have hats : 

-any direct perception of their Authors). 77 AE e acts laid 
{ The Bhashya Says— Because of the fact of the perfor en the Vedi 
down in the Smrtis being the same as thut of those e d fro (requisite) 
it is possible that the three higher classes should have ate fis waste 
Vedic texts; and this ig said only in order to ponents a 


n Direct Vedic Injunction to be the source of that contained in the 
Smrti. f kek , — 

Says the Bhāshya—Tt iş possible that they (the Vedic teata) on a : 
been forgotten. Even at the present day, we find people forge ing 
texts, and the texts becoming lost. Myen when the requisite texts hac 
existed in other branches of the Veda, it is possible that (at the time that 
the Smrti was being compiled) it may have been forgotten in which parti. 
cular branch the particular text was to be found (and this may ha 
the reason why Mann did not mention the corroborative texts) ; 
he only carefully cherished the fact of his assertion being anthorita 
based upon the Veda; and as for the direct recognition of such b 
he did not consider it of much use, and so let it drop off. 

The Bhashya says that such rules of conduct (laid down in the 578 
tis) as are laid down to be observed, as occasion for each presents itself— 
such rules, for instance, as ‘the Teacher ig to be respectfully attended 
upon,’ ‘old men are to be reverenced,’ and so forth—have their authority 
based upon their perceptible uses. 

But this is not quite right ; because the Standpoint upon Which we 
have started is that the Smrtis are an authority in matters relatin 
Dharma; and as such it is not quite r 


to be based upon ordinary perce 


ve been 
though 
tive as 
asic text, 


t 


19 of 
e haye not 
all actions ; 
arma that is our sole 

e. lf such actions, as the attending upon the Teacher and the like 
purpose. 


1 only visible results, they would be like the ordinary actions of. the 
had only vis 


AUTHORITY or SMRTIS. 5117 


world, tilling the ground, &o.; and as such they could not have any 
authority bearing upon Dharma; and, would be entirely. irrelevant in the 
present connection. 

It may be snid that these have been mentioned as unauthoritative acts 
(and not as authoritative and as such bearing upon Dharma). But this is 
not possible; because in that case they should have been brought forward 
under the fourth aphorism “ Hatudargandcca” (I—iii— å) (whore then, 


Bhashya says), thus propttiated, would teach well, and explain satisfuctorily 
all the knotty points of the scriptures; because there is no such hard 


of requests and remonstrances. And in this lies the use of the res- 
trictive Injunction (that “it is by means of attendance alone that the 
Teacher should be approached and made to teach ”). And as for the fact 
of the visible use, in the case of all actions (Vedic as well as worldly) we 


purposes does not make them devoid of Vedic authority. l 


Smrti Injunctions serve visible 


unture of a naimittike ” Inj 
action to be followed on a c 


; F 0 „ 
pointed out in the Bhashya) that the Teacher being pleased with the pup! 
0 pleas ‘ ; 

Would teach him well; and the effect of the . Injunotion (of this 

partienlar means of acquiring learning) would be in the shape of an in- 
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. . 5 Te 5 Ut, 
visible poteney that would enable = to finish 0 e es = 
s. And it is only when we accept this 1 
1 RN both visible and invisible results, that the Spe E 
to whether such attendance is to be performed only once a ox z 07 
again, as propounded in Sara 30, of the second Pada of A g ee 
be possible. [The conclusion arviyed at, in the Adhikarana site ee 
that, inasmuch as such attendance has both visible and invisi is ; a k 
it is to be performed over and over again]; and if the e — a 
E i - $ in that case it w ac 
Be ap x Ae a of this latter, people raise no questions, but conclude 
(wat the drinking is to be repeated whenever one feels thirsty ; so too in 
the case of the action of attendance, people would conclude that as it has 
ouly a visible result, we may repeat it whenever we may w 
visible result ; (and as snch there could be no doubt on th 
nietground for the aforesaid discussion). 
Then the assertion of the Bhiish 


ant the particular 
e point, and hence 


ya—that these have their authorita- 
liveness based npon the fuel of their bringing abont perceptible resulis— must 
be taken as laying another Strong point home to the opponent,— the sense of 
the argument being this:—you may sneceed perhaps in shaking the authority 
of such Smrti Injunctions as have been laid down as leading to transcen- 
dental results; but how can the said Injunctions, that are ac 
to bring about the results that are mentioned, be s 
tive and false ? Thongh we do not 


regard to the establishing of Assembly Rooms and the founding of water- 
drinking stations; yet all such 


Vedic text that 
from this general 
(As for the Vedic texts in su 


we have tlie following): —(1) In connec. 


it is laid down in the Veda that in the 
cart the horse is to be yoked in front of the ass; and it is added “when the 
good one goes along, the bad one follows him,” which indieates the neces: 


sity cf the lower (disciple) following (and hence obeying) the greater 

(Teacher). (2) It is said in praise of a certain deity—“ you are a boon to 

others, just like the Water-driuking station in the desert 3 aud this Praise 
of the particular institution points to the advisability of founding such sta- 

ions for the good of others. (3) It is laid down in the Smrtis that Ste 
tion have his Cikha (lock of hair on the head) done up in a definite Way, 
— erve aR a mark for the particular class of Rshis from whom 
15 une - led. And in this case, the restrictive Injunction as to this 
be 5 a lo be followed must have a transcendental result; and 
particular 
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lence the authority of this Injunction cannot be held to rest upon the said 
visible result alone; for certainly, there are many other means by which 
the particular class of Rshis could be indicated. Consequently, the real 
purport of the Injnuction must be something else. And it is this: in order 
to regulate the number of “ avutius” (offerings) at sacrifices (which is in 
accordance with the Gtr of each priest), it is absolutely necessary that the 
name of the Gotra should be distinctly marked; and in this Vedic fact. 
would lie the foundation of the Smrti Injunction of arranging the Cikhii 
in a definite way; and as for the restriction of this particular means, as we 
cannot find ont any other reason, we are obliged to assume that this parti- 
cular method wonld produce a certain effect upon the man himself. And 
thus all Smrtis having distinct purposes to serve, their 
becomes fully established. ae bee 
Among. the Smytis themselves, such portions.as are related to Dharm 
or Deliverance have their origin directly in the Veda; while those thar 
have pleasure, &c., in view, are based upon the. ordinary 
world. This rule also holds good- respecting the exliorta 
the Itibāsas aud Puranas. ae eee oe 
As for stories met with in these, they Serve the Purposes of the Artha- 
vada, as explained above. The description of the various parts of the 
Earth (contained in the Purdnas) serve the ‘Purpose of pointing out aud 
distinguishing the places fitted for the performance of Dharma and Adharian, 
and also for the proper experiencing of the effects of such performances : 
and these are based, partly upon the Veda, and rartly upon the common 
experience of the world. The histories of the various families (recounted 
‘in the Puranas) serve the purpose of differentiating the people of different 
castes, and are based upon Direct Perception and Memory. The descrip- 
tions of the anons „ of space and periods of time, serve the 
purpose of „ a ordinary practices of the World, as also the 
sciences of ee awe Se POR these are based upon direct per- 
ception, as also Spon inferences deduced from various mathematical thes- 
ries. The desert plots of the state of things to be in the future (as 
recounted in the Puranas) serve the Purpose of pointing out the nature of 
the various periods of eternally-revolving time, and also the variegated 
character of the results of righteous and unrighteous conduct; and these 
have their origin in the Veda itself. pee og 
Among the Auxiliary-Sciences too, 
treat of things that are of use in Sacrifices, and these have their orig in-an 
the Veda, while other parts treat of such as are useful only ih the serving 
of some visible worldly purpose ; and these have their basis npr ordinary 
experience. a a 7 E 
(1) In the Çikskā, the differentiations of the organs of pronuncia- 


authoritativeness 


experience of the 
tions contained in 


there are certain portions’ that 
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tion of letters, their accents and time, Co., have eT ee 
while the assertion, that if a sacrifice is performed wi 2 p 55 
of these details, there follows a particular result—e.g. If the 115 ear 
recited without correct accents or pronunciation, it kills the sacrificer 
i ed upon the Veda. 
i 160 15 the case of the Talpasũtras, we have explanations of — 
purport of the Injunctions deducible from the rules that are found sca — 
ed in the various branches of tlie Veda, intermixed with Arthavada, &.; 
and as such these explanations have their origin in these latter. In these 
we also meet with certain rules of conduct to be followed by the priests; 
and these are based upon considerations of their convenience; und as such 
have their origin in ordinary experience. ; 

(3) In the case of Vyakarana, the knowledge of correct and incorrect 
forms of words has a perceptible use, exactly like a knowledge of the differ. 
ences among trees; and as such, it is based upon direct Sense-perception ; 
and the assertion—that the use of correct words fully accomplishes tlie 
result of the action performed, while that of incorrect words creates obstacles 
in its fruition, —has its ovigin in the Veda. 

[(4) The case of Nirukt 
serves the purpose of re 
employed, and hence th 

(5) As for the science of Chanda, the correct differentiation of the 
Gayatri and other metres, is found to be of perceptible use in the Veda 

and as such it is based upon direct 
at a certain result follows from a sacri- 
knowledge of the metre of the mantra 
eda; as for instance, we find the follow- 
ing declaration in the Veda—« One who, at his own sacrifice, or at the 
sacrifice of others, makes use of a mantra or a Brahmana of which he 
does not know the Rshi, the metre and the deity, &., &. — which men- 


tions a distinctly undesirable result as following from such conduct. 


(6) In the case of the Science of Jyautisha, the knowledge of the 


dates and asterisms, —as computed by means of the various periods of 


and by a knowledge of the 


pon inferences deduced from 
such mathematical theories as have been handed down from times imme. 


morial. In this science we also meet with the declaration that certain 
good and evil results, as following from previous good and bad deeds, are 
indicated by the good or bad position of the planets at the time of one’s 
birth ; and it also lays down certain expiatory rites to be performed 
ith s view to ameliorate the planetary conditions; and through these 
0 the science comes to have its origin in the Veda, 
rites, 


fice when performed with a full 
employed—is founded upon the V. 


— 


* — amnu ? 
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The above remarks apply also to the sciences of Palmistry, Archi- 
tectare, &.; with regard to these two, however, we may assume such direct 
Injunctions as that “ when one comes across such signs in a man’s body, or 
such marks in the houses, he should take these signs to mean such and 
such a thing,” &., &c. 

As for Mimäusd, it is based upon the Veda, upon ordinary experience, 
and also upon Direct Perception and Inference, &c., based upon these; and 
it has been reared up by an unbroken line of scientific teachers; no single per- 
son could ever linve been able to compile such vast collections of arguments. 

The same may be said also of the science of Reasoning. The meaning 
of Vedic passages is expressed by means of the meanings of words; but in 
ordinary usage, the denotation of words is found to be mixed up with 
the several factors of Class (Property, Action, and Name) ; and these can 
be directly discriminated, never by themselves, but only by means of Sense- 
perception and the rest, as distinguished by their respective charactér- 
istics, and as put forward by their learned expounders. The Veda itself 
being scattered over many branches can be rightly ascertained and made 


o Says: Sense- perception, In- 
based upon various scriptures,—these 
three should be well learnt by one who desires a (knowledge of) pare 
Dharma ; and again—“ He who approaches Dharma by means of Reason- 
ing, he alone, and none else, understands it *; and all these point to the 
necessity of the science of Reasoning. For the most part, now 
people are much more prone to unrighteousness; and thereb 
intuition blurred by ignorance, they take to evil paths. Cousequent- 
ly (with a view to set these people right), what the science of Reason- 
ing,—as based upon experience, Arthavada, the Veda, (direct Injunctions) 
and the Upanishads,—does is to point out the trend of the misconception 
and also of the correct conclusion (with regard to a certain point),—then ‘to 
lay down the arguments in support of both, —and lastly, to arrive at the 
correct conclusion, after having fully considered the comparative strength 
of the arguments addnced from both sides. If it were not for such systematic 
argumentations, various arguments would be appearing to people at random, 
and would be giving. rise to all sorts of misconceptions, through sheer 
ignorance (of the various phases of the question). And (if the correct 
conclusion were not properly shown, deduced from the proved „ 
and if only the arguments from both sides had been put down) ale 
would be employing their own mistaken judgments in the 1 a 
the arguments, and in rejecting some and accepting others, without rete 
ence to any definite standard. ` 

16 


-a-days, 
y having their 
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And as for the dogmatically persistent acceptance and expounding 
of such entities as eternality and non-eternality, oneness and separateness, 
generality, speciality, distinction, and so forth, these are due to the fact of the 
impossibility of any definite conclusion being arrived at, unless a certain 
position is at first dogmatically taken up as the expounder’s own. As all 
the peculiarities of any object are not capable of being comprehended all 
at once, the expounder cannot but dogmatically take up each of them 
separately, in order to bring about a correct discrimination of the various 
denotations of words as they happen to apply to one or the other of the 
various factors (of the Class, the Property, the Action, or the Name). 
Otherwise such people as have not comprehended the arguments in favour 
of one or the other of the aforesaid factors of Generality, Speciality, and 

the like, could not, by mere personal observation, ascertain any definite 
factor of an object, as denoted by a particular word. 

The glorifications and the villijications too, as contained in the Arthavada 
passages, come to be taken as forming parts of specific injunctions and 
prohibitions, only by means of absolute 
elernality, the oneness or separateness, of the various objects; and conse. 
e ~ 185 variegated character of objects as dogmati- 
1 ny 8 ), these glorifications, &e., would become absolute- 

y baseless. (And for these reasons, the nature of all objects must be 

correct conclusion cannot be arrived at unless 
puts forth his own arguments in the s 
language possible, each Separate system of philosophy has its use), 

As for the various theories with regard to the fact of th 


originating from a contact of Primordial Matter and the Soul 
or from au atom, and to th 


ed,—these have all their 


e world 
,orfroma God, 
at of its being continually created and dissoly. 


origin in the ideas given rise to by the mantra 


and the Artharmda, and point out the fact ok the yross beiug a modifi 
tion of, and Proceeding from, the 5 


the recognition of the relation of 
and its results, the attaining of heaven and the like. 
The acceptance of creation ana dissolution h 
differentiation of the scopes of Destiny and P 
ing ont ot she. fagh of Destiny being stronger than Effort) ; as in all cases 
(fi, in the ease of creation, though there is no Effort) the action : 
bronght about by the sheer force of Destiny (as also in the case of 
Dissolution, though the efforts of all beings are pointed towards the 
tinuntion of the world yet), there is a cessation of the creatiy 
simply because the Destiny of Creation has ceased to operate. 
And as for the theories of Idealism, momentary character of the 
things, denial of the self, Meal of which have their origin in the Up. 


en- 
subtile ; and the use of all this lies in 
Cause and effect, between the sacrifice 


as its use in the proper 
ersonal Effort (and the point- 


con- 
e process 
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anishads,—they have been propounded, only with a view to dissuade 
people from cultivating an excessive affection-for the things of the world. 

Thus then, all the Smrtis, as well as all Auxiliary Sciendes, have 
been proved to be authoritative. In the case of such results as are to fol- 
low at a distant point of time, no personal experience can be found to 
serve as its basis; and consequently in all such cases we infer the basis to 
lie in the Veda itself. While in the cases of directly perceptible results, 
as in the case of the curing of scorpion-bites by means of incantations, 
we actually observe it to be true in the case of other people, and thence 
come to the conclusion that the science of such treatment cannot but be 
true and authoritative. This discrimination (of the basis lying in the 
Veda or in ordinary experience) can always be successfully made. 


— ——̃ — wee P Pw ˖ ˖ꝙ—¼V»n 


ADHIKARANA (2), 
The greatest authority rests in direct Vedic declarations. 


Sutra (3). When there is a contradiction between the Smrti 
and the Crwti, the former is to be disregarded; it is only when 


there is no such contradiction that we have an assumption of the 
Vedic text. 


Whenever there is any such contradiction, the a. 
is to be totally disregarded ; as it is only when there is no such con- 
tradiction that we have an inference of a Vedic text in Support of the 


particular Smrti injunction, The contradiction meant here is that of 
Vedic declarations, when such 


declarations do not lend any countenance 
to (on the other hand directly lay down the contrary of) the declarations 
in the Smrti, 


uthority of the Smrtis 


The present Adhikarana (of the Bhashya) cites such instances of the 
Smrtt as are directly Contradictory to direct Vedic. Injunctions, and 
then having considered all the a 


Tguments bearing upon the point at 
issue, comes to the above conclusion. 

The Doubt, that gives rise to the Adhikarana, ig expressed in this 
form: Is such contradictory Smrti also to be accepted as an authorit 
with regard to Dharma, or is it an exception to the authoritativeness of 
Smrtis in general? 

The reasons for such doubt are thus explained: The Smrti contradictin 
tho Veda, being capable of having this contradiction explained in some 

her, and the authority of the Vedic Injunction assumed as the basis of this 
oF = in accordance with the last Adhikarana) having an authority equal to 
N 5 — dic Injunction that the Smrti is found to contradict, there natural. 
7 1 question, —Is such a Smrti to be accepted as authoritative P 
y aris 


wayor 


— Vre a 


"i" N 
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or is it to be totally disregarded, on account of such contradiction, not 
allowing of the application of any one of the two aforesaid reasons to 
the case of such Smrtis? When two notions are found to present two 
contradictory ideas with regard to one and the same object, they are 
said to contradict one another; and the question, as to which of the 
two is to be accepted to the preclusion of another, is decided accord- 
ing to their comparative strength (or authority). (1) Under such cir- 
cumstances, when we come to suspect a certain Smrti injunction of 
being contradictory to a direct Vedic Injunction, it is just possible that 
the suspected contradiction could be explained and set aside, by show- 
ing that the two donot exactly refer to the same subject; or even when 
they do treat of the same subject, as there would be no coutradiction, 
if one could be explained as a General Injunction, and the other as the 
prohibition of a particular phase of it, the two texts could be accepted 
side by side; specially as in another case (where the particular prohibi- 
tion would not be applicable), both of them could be found to be equally 
‘applicable, and as such they could both be accepted as optional alter- 
` natives, both equally authoritative; and thus there would be no absolute 
contradiction between the two texts. And secondly, the idea brought 
about by the Vedic text assumed in support of the particular Smrti text 
being Vedic in its character, as that produced by a direct Vedic Injunction, 
and thereby both being equally strong in their authority, both the texts 
could be accepted as equally authoritative. And consequently, with 
reference to the particular subject, the authority of the Smrts could not 
be absolutely disregarded. (2) On the other hand, when we find 
that however much we may try, we are unable either to explain the con- 
tradictory texts as referring to two distinct subjects, or to accept both 
of them side by side, as referring to the general and particular aspects 
of the same subject, or to admit of both as equally authoritative 
optional alternatives, —we cannot but conclude that the two. texts 
contradict one another entirely, And as for the Vedic text that is 
assumed or inferred, and that which is directly laid down in the Vede, 
there is a vast difference in the authority of the two, us much as 
there is between ordinary Sense-perception and Inference. Consequently, 
then, there being no chance of both being accepted side by side, we 
cannot but totally disregard the authority of the Smrti, in Sanne 
tinction to the direct Vedic Injunction which has been shown 8 Et che 
a much higher authority. [These are the two ways of 5 they 
contradiction ; and both having a show of reasonableness about the A i 
naturally give rise to a doubt in the mind of the 5 an 1 
give occasion for the present Adhikarana.] On this question then, we 

the following :— i 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ The conclusion that presen 
“there is a contradiction, th 
because if the Smrti be once 
“ croachment upon the limits 
“manency in the Notion of tl 
relating to the performance 


“unfeigned anthority of such 
“Direct Vedic 1 


ts itself at first is in this form: ‘Even when 
e authority of the Smrti cannot be denied ; 
held tobe unauthoritative, it would be a sad en- 
laid down before (i.e. there would be no per- 
de authoritativeness of Smrtis). In matters 
of Dharma, we are always able to assert the 
Smrtis as have been found to be based upon 
nd with regard to these all suspicions of their 
“origin ] or Illusion have been set aside. If we once 
“began to doubt the authority of the Smrtis, upon such grounds as the 
“ Contradiction of Vedic Injunctions, the presence of such reasons for action as 

wn in the next Sutra), mutual contradictions 
and other such like arguments,—then, how 


source in the real 
iu to save it (from to 


ö of the Veda), then it is 
“only right that we should set aside the Possibility of any other origin 
bor it (in the shape of in order to remove all doubts 
“as to its authoritative character (and as su 


ch in our case the effort to 
prove that the Smrti is not based upon Illusion, &., becomes useful) ; but 


e 18 no permanent fixity to the idea that the 
"Smrti has its sole basis in the Veda (in which case all the efforts of the 
last Adhikarana become absolutely useless). 
“And further, if there were no Contradictions among the Vedic texts 

" themselves, then alonc could the contradiction of the Veda by the Smpti 
“ justify us in seeking for the source of the latter elsowhere es erin 
“of Illusion, &c.) But as a matter of fact, we often find the Vedic texts 
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“themselves laying down contradictory courses of actions, such for in- 
“stance as the Injunctions—(1) Pours the Libation before the Sun has risen, 
“and (2) ‘ Pours the Wbation when the Sun has risen’; ‘ Holds the Shodagi 
i wegsels at the Atiratra, and does not hold the Shodagi vessels at the Atiratra,’ 
“and so forth,—where itis absolutely impossible to follow 
“ laid down. 

“Under the circumstances, if by chance, a few Smrli Injunctions, 
“based upon certain texts of other Rescensions of the Veda, be found to 
“lay down certain facts in opposition to those laid down by the partieu- 
“Jar Rescension that one may have himself studied,—this mere fact of 
“their support not being found in what we ourselves may have read, 
“cannot justify us, who base our conduct upon the whole of the Veda 
“in all its several branches, to absolutely deny the existence of such 
“corroborative Vedic texts as are distinctly pointed out, by these very 
“ Smrti, Injunctions, as having been found and duly studied by other 
„persons of bygone ages (Manu, for instance) ; specially as all Vedie texts 
“are equally authoritative for all men, as we shall show under the SB“. — 
“ The Veda is not addressed to any one person (II—iv—18); and also because 
“the Smrti is as good a means of ascertaining the Vedic texts, as a study 
“of the Veda itself. 

„Therefore, just as you accept the authority of even such Vedic texts 
“as are matually contradictory, in the same manner, you should also 
“accept the authority of the Vedic and Smrti texts, that may be found to 
“ contradict one another. 

“Then again, from what you say, it would seem that when there is 
“no contradiction of the Veda, the Smrti has its foundation in the Veda; 
“ while, when there is a contradiction, it has its foundation elsewhere (in 
“ Illusion, &c.) ; and certainly this would be a very half-hearted theory. 
“( Ardhavaigasa literally means half-killing}. 

. Secondly, with a deal of effor 


both the courses 


: t it has been proved above (in the last 
“ Adhikarana) that the Smrti has no foundation in anything else (save the 


“ Veda); and to revive the question again, on the mere presence of a 
“ seeming contradiction, is an excess that cannot be very well allowed. 

“ For these reasons, we must conclude that the Smrti is always based 
“upon the Veda. For if even the slightest chance of other sources 5 
“that of Illusion and the like) be introduced, all hope for any authority 
“of the Smrti might well be given up. 

“Then again with regard to the Smrti, in certain cases you would: be 
“denying the possibility of any such basis as those of IIIusion and the like 

ying 4 
“(with a view to establish their authority, as has been done in the „ 

. “ Adhikarana); while in other cases you would be admitting the possibility 
“of such bases (in order to deny their authoritative character) ; and such 
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; reasoning) not being allowable, the denial (of 
ee 115 Beo such ene as contradict the Veda) cannot be 
sitos 862860 icht Therefore, whether the Smrtis be authoritative or- 
A opsiges authoritativeness or its contrary must be accepted as absolute- 
Pee R and there can be no half and half authority and absence 
PAD 


“of authority (exactly as one and the same woman cannot be half young 
0 
“and half old). 


„Aud certainly the authors who 


compiled the Smrtis must have been 
“ cognisant of the fact of certain decla 


rations therein contained being con- 
“ tradictory to the direct assertions of the Veda; and this clearly leads to 


“the conclusion that they must have braved this contradiction, only on 


“ the strength of certain other Vedic texts, on which they based their 
* declarations. 


w 
“being found, in connection wit 


h all that is laid down in the Veda, all 
“the scriptures would haye to be 
“ instance, such grounds of the al] 


“as the presence of the motives of 


leged unauthoritativeness of the Smrtis, 
“ delasion, laziness 


vanity, recklessness, 
„are capable of being attributed 
So long as our own minds 
always admit the Smrtis 
t is only when o 
„character. 

„What performance of 
“perceptible motive cannot 


“contradictory to some other | 
40 


o other business except find- 
ctions,—even those that are 
y motive, Even the actiong 
y them to be due to Certain 
htest grounds they explain one Vedic 
And under the 


rtunity to the 
arguments, in dealing 
ith the Smrti texts that contradict the Veda), thus encouraged, the 
“with the omyrle 


j would not leave the authority of any path of Dharma safe. 
a Atheists do not trouble their objectives until these latter 
„Because these Athe 


“ing some sort of a world] 
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“themselves give them an opportunity of attack. And when they have 
“once been given an opportunity, by such persons as borrow their imag- 
“inary attacks upon the authority of the scriptures, who (i. e., which 
“ scripture) can hope to escape alive, if once fallen in the way of their 
“ (argumentative) path? For these reasons, it is not right for the Mimān- 
& sakas to help the accomplishment of the purposes of the Atheists, who are 
“ bent upon the destruction of all Dharma. 

“You have (in the foregoing Adhikarana) accepted the authority of 
“ Puranas, Smrtis, Crutis, and Usage, at first by mere faith; and then you have 
„proved, by means of arguments, that the authority of these, as pointed 
“out in the scriptures, is quite sound; you should stick to this conclu- 
“sion by all means, and not slacken your faith midway; because such 
“slackening would lead to the destruction of the whole fabric (of the 
“authoritativeness of Smytis as proved in the foregoing Adhikarana) ; 
“exactly likea cart, whose fastenings have become loosened. When a man 
“has accepted a certain theory, he should carry it through, fearlessly ; 
“otherwise he would lose it all, through fear, to the wicked intrusions of 
“such opponents as are always prone to attack timid people. 

“Then again, if the Veda itself were not found to lay down certain 
“actions, that have worldly motives, and some that are contradictory to 
“other Vedic texts,—then alone could these two facts be rightly turned 
“to account to prove that the Smytis that lay down such actions can have 
“no foundation in the Veda. As a matter of fact, however, we find the 
“ Veda laying down thousands of such actions as Threshing, Pounding, and 
“the like, which have only visible results; and then what is the harm 
“if such results are also found to apply in the case of actions laid down 
“by the Smrlis? There are also other actions laid down in the Veda, 
“ which have only visible results (and which can be attributed to motives 
“of avarice, &c.), such as, the giving of the gifts to the priests, and the 
“sacrificer’s action with regard to the Tuninaptra butter. Under the 
“ circumstances, if these actions be said to be not based upon the authority 
“of the Veda (because of their having visible vesults), then, in that case 
“alone could the Smrtis laying down similar actions be also denied the 
“support of the Veda. And when we actually find many such actions 
“laid down in the Veda itself, how can the mere fact of the action 
“having visible results be accepted as proving the non-Vedic origin of 
“the Smrtis enjoining them ? ‘ 

For these reasons it is rightly incumbent on the Mim 
“through the theory of the Sois being based upon the Veda, 99 7 70 
“arrived at before (in the foregoing Adhikarana) : and why ee : 
“flinch now? We conclude, then, that even though the Smr „ 
“to lay down actions with visible results, and also those that are contrary 

17 


aasaka to carry 
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“to direct Vedic Injunctions, yet no sound arguments can rightly be 
brought forward to shake their authoritativeness. Specially as it was 
“an unqualified authoritativeness of all scriptures that was established 
“in the foregoing Adhikarana, it must be allowed to r 


emain intact, even if 
“ they be found to be contradictory to direct Vedic As 


sertions.“ 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above arguments, we make the following reply : All authority 
of the Smrti becomes inadmissible, when it is found to be co 
(to Vedic Assertions) ; and it is only when there js 
tion that the Veda affords an inferred basis for tl 
Smrti. Those Sirti passages that we 
to the Veda must hare t} 
admitted to have ap 


In the case of the Smrti we do not a 
and as for its authorit 


ntradictory 
no such contradic- 


find to be in direct contradiction 
and can never be 


dmit of a self-sufficient authority ; 
y being based upon the Veda, this is found to be con- 


ing contradictory to the Veda): 


ce by 
means of its footprints, And Smrtis are the means of leading us to the 
inference of Vedic texts exactly as the footprints lead to the inference 


long as their basis is not ent 
contrary. And when their basis has been so cut off 
longer span of existence left to them 
of a tree that has been uprooted, 
A direct self-sufficient authority is not possible for the Smrtis them- 
selves, by which they could be independent of extraneous support ; and = 
this support, we do not find any (in the case of such Smrlis as are 
for w to Vedic Texts). Nor can there be an inference of a Vedic text 
contary yposed to a direct Vedic text already extant; because, when 
ko a pate want to know with regard to a certain matter is known 
a 1 
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by means of the direct text already available, there can be no necessity for 
an inference of assumed texts, 

If with regard to a certain matter, the Gmrti text dealt with a phase 
of the subject other than that treated of in the Vedic Text (contra- 
dicting it), then to a certain extent, its authority could have a chance of 
being admitted (with reference to that particular phase). But when the 
subject mentioned in the Smrti has already been dealt with, either in the 
same or in a contrary manner, by the Veda, then, with regard to that 
object, the Smrii cannot be admitted to have any authority. Because in 
the case of any two means of cognition operating contrary ways, with 
regard to a common objective, the one that has a quicker action accom- 
plishes its object sooner, and leaves no chance for the accomplishment of 
the slower. And even if the latter is only one degree slower than the 
former, it is bound to lose in the long run, because its opponent will have 
reached the goal long before it. On the other hand, in a case where 
there is no swift opponent tending to deprive it of its objective, the weaker 
process might take its own time, and there is no chance of its being 
interrupted. 

Nor is there any such unflinching command as that which has once 
been found to be authoritative must always be accepted as authoritative. 
(And even though in certain cases the Smrti has been found to have an 
authority that can force us to admit its authority even in cases where it 
is contradicted by the Veda yet) it is a general rule that whenever a cer- 
tain thing is going to bo brought forth, it comes to be accomplished oniy 
if it is not interrupted in its accomplishment by something that is contra- 
dictory to it. Whereas that, which has its very foundation cut off while 
it is not fully brought forth, or which has its very source cut off, can 
never attain an accomplished condition, (And this is the case with the 


But even though it is not accom- 


iti though » even in the absence of such 
opposition, (Hence though the Smrti that is e to the Veda 


may not have real authority, yet that does not affect the authority of other 
Smrtis that are quite compatible with the Veda). Conversely, even 
though a thing may be accomplished in tho absence of opposing forces, yet 
from this it does not follow that it will be accomplished, even when there 
are strong forces opposing its accomplishment. (Hence though the Smriss 
compatible with the Veda may be authoritative, yet that does not establish 
the authoritativeness of those that are contrary to it). Because, in all 

cases where we have a general rule and an exception, all/ cases cannot be 

Covered by the general rule itself ; on the other hand, while the exception 

sets aside the general rule, in a Particular caso, it does not follow that the 


A — a ik 
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; in such 
eneral rule would be thus set aside in all cases. What ~ * 5 and the 

ae is to carefully differentiate the cases where the genera 1 ee, so 
exception may be severally applicable, and then apoording!y, 17 — means of a 
the one will set aside the other; which cannot be 1 y upon such 
vague general perception. For one, who would hasa bi > Os — of 
general perceptions, would succeed in allaying his thirst by £ water) ; 
the mirage (because in this case also he has a general perception — in the 
conversely, having found his idea of water to have been on poe : a tank, 
case of the mirage, he would not perform his ablutions, even in jeen 
fearing lest he be deceived in this case also. Asa matter of fact howe long 
the case of the mirage) the notion of water is accepted as true, only so 


as one has not acquired the knowledge that it is not water, but only a mirage. 
In the same manner, 


then, Inference is accepted as true, only so long 
as its objective is not found to be covered by a Sense-perception contrary to 
it. Thus then, the authority of the Smrti can be accepted to be based 
upon inferred (assumed) Vedic Texts, only so long as the subject of that 
Smrti is not found to be covered by a direct Vedic Text contradictory to it. 
From these "easons, if we conclude that in certain cases the Smptis are 
authoritative, while in Some cases they have no authority, we cannot be 
Said to be open to the charge of “half-hearteduess.” Because just as the 
notion of water is found to be true, in the case of the perception of real 
water, while untrue in that of the mirage, in the same manner we can, 
as reasonably, accept the Smrti to be authoritative when it is found to be 
in keeping with the Veda, while reject it as having no authority, when 
found to be contradictory to direct Vedic Texts. And it cannot be rightly 
urged that either all Smrtis should be accepted as authoritative, or, if its 
authority be denied in one case, the whole of it shouid be considered 
unauthoritative, 


Thus then, we conclude that the Simri 


Veda, have no authority, umption of Vedic Texts in their 
support being precluded by direct Vedic Texts, they cannot but have their 
origin elsewhere (in Illusion, Ignorance, &e.) ; 


Question : “ Why cannot such Smrtis be accepted as laying down optional 
alternatives to those laid down in the Texts that they are found to 
contradict ? ” 


is that are contradictory to the 
because any ass 


Answer: All alternative options are open to eightfold objections (ex- 
plained below); and as such, it is not very desirable to acceptthem. And 
further if (by the acceptance of such option i 
of the Smrti be accepted, it becomes very eas 
completely (on the strength of the well-estab 


lished authority of the Vedic 
Texts that itis found to contradict), 


Even in those cases where both 
] tives ave equally strong, there is an eightfold discrepancy attaching 
alterna 7 v 
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to the option; and it is accepted, only under the pressure of necessity, 
when there is no other way ont of it. How then can it be accepted in 
the present case, where the authority of one alterrative is one step fur- 
ther removed from that of the other, and is got at by means of external 
aids? That is to say, before the particular Smrtt would succeed in acquir- 
ing its authority (secondhand, from the assumed Vedic Text), it would 
be set aside by the Direct Vedic Texts, that are self-authoritative (and as 
such not depending upon any extraneous authority). 

Thus then, in matters relating to Dharma, the Smrti not being accepted 
to be self-sufficient in ita authority, it cannot be admitted as pointing out 
an alternative to the Veda, which could be done only if both were equally 
strong in their authority. And having its authority dependent upon extra- 
neous aids, the Smrti can never attain any authority, when it is just checked 
by. Direct Vedic Assertion; and as such, it can never raise its head again. 

The acceptance of option, even in a cage when both the alternatives 
are equally authoritative; canuot be accepted until we assume the partial 
unauthoritativeness of both of them. And the assumption of such (partial) 
unauthoritativeness of that which is decidedly self-sufficient in its author- 
ity (i. e., the Veda) would be open to two objections : (I) it would set aside 
the eternally apparent and universally recognised authority of the Veda, aud 
would thereby run counter to a well-ascertained idea; (2) such unauthorita- 
tiveness could be cognised ouly by means of Negation; but (in accepting 
the alternative theory) we would be denying the really existing authority 
(of the Veda), in the abseuce of any such Negation (i. e., any assertion 
denying the authority of the Veda); this would be the second objection, 
based upon the fact of your making a contradictory statement with regard 
to Authority (that is to say, you assert that Authority is non-authorilative), 
Even though in the first instance (i.e. in the acceptance of one alterna- 
tive), you may, for some reason or other, accept the responsibility of the 
above two objections, yet when you would Proceed to accept the other alter- 
native, you would render yourself Open to two other objections : (1) You 
had asserted (in the former instance) that the Authority (of the Veda) is 
cognisable by Negation (that is to Say, non est); and now (when you are 
accepting the authority of the Veda as the second alternative), you would 
set aside this assertion of yours, and thereby make yourself liable to the 
first charge of self-contradiction; and (2) secondly, in the first instance, 
you had denied the self-evident authority (of the Veda); and now yon 
would be reasserting this authority, and thus render yourself liable = 
auother charge of self-contradiction. Thus then, in the case of a 1 a: 
tence, we have shown the acceptance. of Option to be open 1 ob 
tions; and the same would be found to be the case with regard to any 
other sentence. i 
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But with all this an option has been accepted in the case of the two 
sentences laying down the Vrihi and the Yava as the grain to be used at 
sacrifices; because in that case, there is no help; as if one proceeds to act 
according to the Injunction of the Yrihi, he is drawn away from it by 
the Injunction of the Yara: and vice versd; and thus being drawn from 
two sides, by these two texts, as if by two celestial women (equally attrac- 
tive), not finding any difference in the strength or authority of any one 

of them, and not finding any means of reconciling them, with reference 
to any one object, the person would naturally conclude that being mutually 
contradictory, both the texts are unauthoritative (partially), and in this 
case the unauthoritativeness of that which (being a part of the Veda) is fully 
capable of all authority, is accepted, because there is no help in the matter: 
if there were any way out of it, such an assumption could never be allowed. 
In the case in question, on the other hand, we can never deny the 
authority of one alternative (the Veda) ; and the unauthoritative character 
of the other alternative (the Smrti) alone, cannot establish the unauthori— 
tativeness of both. Even in ordinary worldly affairs, we find that when 


a man falls in a position where he must lose either one thing or many things, 
when there is a ch 


ance of all being lost, he gladly renounces half the 
number (and keeps the other half) (so in the case in question, when we 
are given the option of either denying the anthority, at least partially, 
of both the Veda and the Smrti, or accepting the authority of the Veda and 
the Smrti in keeping with it, and denying that of the contradictory 
Smrti,—we cannot but gladly choose the latter alternative as decidedly the 
wiser and the more reasonable of the two). 
And when both are rejected, then we have a destruction of the autho- 


rity of both; which is also the case if the sacrificer offers at his s 


acrifice, 
mixed offerings of Y; 


ava and Int; because no such mixed offering has been 
laid down anywhere. The Injunction of the Yava, as well as that of Vrihi, 
is a restrictive one and each 


of these implies the incapability of any other 

substance being used at the Sacrifice. And the Vrihi is pointed out as being, 
independently by itself, the article to be used at the sacrifice ; so is also 
the Yara: and as such we can never get at any Injunction of the mixture 
of both. If the Whi alone, or the Yava alone, were found unable to ac- 
complish the desired sacrifice, and if, for that reason a mixture of the two 
were used, these facis would set aside the authority of both the Injunc- 
tions (of Yava as well as of Vrihi). Thus then, we find that this idea of 
employing their mixture is equal in all respects to the suspicion (that none 
of the two is able to accomplish the desired sacrifice) ; and as such this 
would also lead to the complete denial of the authority of both ; and it 
would be far hetter to attribute Mhanthoritativeness to each of them by n 
This leaves the character of both extremely uncertain. but no such uncer- 


DIRECT VEDIC DECLARATIONS MOST AUTHORITATIVE, 135 


tainty is allowable where a certainty is capable of being arrived at. And 
in every case we can carry on our business only by means of such objects 
as have been duly ascertained to be of one definite nature. 

Consequently, that which ig authoritative, must always remain authori- 
tative, while that which has no authority cannot be held ever to have any 
authority. If the same thing be considered authoritative at one time and 
unauthoritative at other times, we can place no confidence in such a thing. 
And all this anomaly faces us directly, in the case of the alternat 
tions of the Vrihi and the Yava, where there is no way out of the difficulty. 
Specially as in this case there is nothing to justify us in adhering to any 
one of the two, exclusively, which one we shall accept as authoritative, while 
denying the authority of the other. 

On the other hand, in the case of the Direct V 
dictory Smytt Text, we have two means at our command, by which we 
can definitely decide to accept the Vedic Text as absolutely authoritative 
and totally reject the Smrti as having no authority at all. 

I. In the first place, to the Veda and the 
tiveness and unautboritativeness, respectively, 
consequently, their respective unauthoritative 
can be due only to extraneous influences. 
to a thing can be denied or set aside, only if wecan finda strong reason for 
such denial; and in the present case an idea proceeding from a Smrti 
text can never have strength enough for setting aside or negativing 
that which proceeds from a direct Vedic assertion; while, on tlie other 
hand again, the idea proceeding from the Vedic assertion is admitted 
to be of superior strength, and as such is acknowledged to be capable 
of negativing that which is due to the Smrti. 

This comparative strength and weakness, 
-negativing, we have already explained in de 
perception and Inference ; and the comparative 
and Indirect Implication an also explained in III—iii—1, where it is shown 
that that which is nearer to its objective than the other is always.to be 
accepted as the stronger of the two; and if we apply the same standard 
to the case of the Smrti and Crug; texts, we find that the Çruti authorita- 
tively points out 195 objective, long before the Smrti succeeds, in establish- 

ing its own authority | by means of an assumed Vedic Text). 

(It might be argued that the Siny wo 
indicate its own objective, contrary to the. Veda, and as such it could be- 
accepted as laying down an optional alternative to the course laid oe 
the foregoing Vedic Text; but this ig not possible; because both om ie 
refer to the same object, and) it is not Possible for the same en been 
contradictory properties. And then too, when the objective 


ive Injunc- 


edic Text and a contra- 


Smrti belong authorita- 
naturally by themselves ; 
ness and authoritativeness 
A property that is natural 


as the ground for effective 
tail while treating of Sense- 
strength of Direct Assertion 


ei also would in due time come to 
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already taken up by one that moves faster (in the present case, the Vedic 
Text), there is nothing left for the slower one (the Smrti) ; for instance, an 
object that has been taken away by horses can never be got at by asses. 
And it is always found to be the case that long before the Smrti succeeds 
in pointing (for its authority) to an assumed Vedic Text in support of its 
own assertion with regard to a certain object, a contrary idea of the object 
has already been arrived at by other means (i.e., by means of the directly 
perceptible Vedic Text), which is much swifter in its operation, not being 
hampered by the necessity of seeking elsewhere for its authority. 

It is only so long as the person has not quite ascertained what is to be 
done, that the operation of such means of the cognition (of Duty) can last ; 
when this has been duly ascertained, there is no more necessity of any 
means of cognising it. If the Vedic and the Smrti texts were to point to 
their objective simultaneously, at one and the same time, then there would 
be no ground for difference in them (whereby we could accept one to be 
stronger than the other); and in that case both could be accepted to be 

(optional alternatives) of equal authority. 

Or (the difference between the operations of the two texts may be 
t pointing out its objective directly ; 
mrti could also succeed in pointing 
uld serve as its authority ),—then, in 
chow >» we could accept them to be of equal strength, 
as regards their being the means of cognition; because while the former 
would be acting as the means of cognising its particular objective, the 
latter would also be operating towards the bringing about of a cognition of 
the assumed Vedic Text; even though this latter would still be further 
removed from the real objective, yet as it would have been found to give 
rise to some cognition, it could have been accepted to be a means of right 
notion; and as it would have been found to be functioning simultaneously 
with the Vedic Text, we could have accepted both to be of equal strength. 
But asa matter of fact, even when we find the Smrti providing an idea of 
its objective, while it looks about for a corroborative Vedic Text, without 
which it is- not sufficiently established (in authority), it becomes set aside 
by a (contrary) directly perceptible Vedic Text, which is ever well-estab- 
lished in its self-sufficient authority. A Sirti that 
corroborative basis (in the Veda) would fall off from its position of Smrti 
(Remembrance, which is held to be that of a Vedic Text fotha same 
effect) ; and as it stands in need of such basis, while it is without such 

basis, it is always set aside by a (contrary) Vedic Text. f 

This is the first method whereby we reject the authority of the con- 

tradictory Smrli, before it has been allowed to attain the position of an 


optional alternative. 
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II. To explain the other method: we grant for the sake of argument 
that both the Veda and the Smriti are of equal strength, and that. they 
are to be accepted as laying down optional alternatives. Even then as 
‘in this case also, the Smrti would be accepted to be partially unauthorita- 
tive, it would be completely set aside. 

That is to say, even if we admit the contradictory Smrti as laying 
down an optional alternative (to the Vedic Injunction), when we would 
be accepting the alternative laid down in the Veda, we would bo admitting 
the authority of the Veda; and then, we could not but admit the Smrti in 
question to be ananthoritative; and this unauthoritativeness could not be 
said to be an entirely foreign property imposed upon it, as it is admitted 
to be in the case of the Veda; because the sole authority of the Smrti lies 
in the fact of its being based upon the Veda; and as such when we are 
admitting it to be unauthoritative, all that we are doing is to declare the 
fact of its not having any basis in the Veda. And as soon as the absence 
of such Vedic support has been duly ascertained, we are forced to seek for 
its origin elsewhere (in the realms of Delusion and the other causes, that 
have been refuted in the foregoing Adhikarana) ; and it is fully admitted on 
all hands, that it has been compiled by human authors ‘(Manu and others) ; 
and for these reasons, we cannot accept its want of origin or basis to be 

(like that of the Veda) due to its eternal character; and (as it is found 
to have no basis in the Veda) we cannot but conclude that it has source in 
the realms of Deception, Illusion, Ignorance, &. And if we assume, 
for the Smrti, any basis other than the Veda, this very basis entirely 
destroys its authoritative character. 12 

In the case of the Injunctions of the Yava and the Friki, on the other 
hand, at the time that we accept the latter alternative and use the Friht at 
the sacrifice, we impose upon the former Injunction, an unauthoritativeness 
which is altogether foreign to it (as being a Vedic Text, it is self-sufficient 
inits inherent authority); and in the same manner, at the time that we 
accept the other alternative and make use of the Yava, the extraneous un- 
authoritativeness that had been imposed upon it is set aside by its own 
inherent authoritative character; specially is such the case because of both 
the texts being equal in their authority, both equally forming part of the 
same Veda, and there being no difference between the two, with regard to 
the proximity or otherwise of their respective objectives. = 

In the case of the Smrti, on the other hand, when its authority having 
no basis in the Veda has been once lost in the pools of Ilusion, Ignorance, 
“o., there can be no chance of ita being picked up again. Because 5 
regard to the same Smrti text, it is not possible that it „ ú, Š 
basis in an assumed Vedio Text, at the time that we do nob a ota kaw w 
alternative laid down in the Direct Vedic Text; and that it shou 

18 
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its basis in Illusion, &c., at the time that we accept the said Vedic alterna- 
tive (because one and the same thing cannot have one kind of origin at one 
time, and a totally contrary origin at another). 


The following arguments are urged (in support of accepting the 


aforesaid option) : All that you say would be quite correct, if the person 
“accepting the option always found the Vedic Text before coming across 
“the alternative Smrti text; and then if, after having acted in accordance 
‘t with the former, he sought to follow the course laid down by the latter, 
then alone could the authority of the Smrti be said to be totally destroyed. 
But this is not possible, in a case where it is the Smrvi text that is found 
and followed first. ; 
“That is to say, in the case where a man has come across the Smrti 
~ text alone, he at once infers that it has a basis in a certain Vedic Text; 
and when he has once got a definite idea of such a Vedic Text (in support 
“of the Smrti), even if a certain direct Vedic assertion to the contrary 
present itself subsequently, this latier cannot set aside the authority of 
“the former inferred Vedic Text. Because when the ass (thongh slow ) 
e, the horse reaching it afterwards, cannot 

as already got. 


that where a Smrti text is contradictory to 2 


te Is cognised first. Because when 

many people are Conducting a number of enquiries, the various texts 
à m in various orders; and no significance is 
1 attached to the order of their appearance, in the determining of the 
comparative authoritativeness of the texts. For certainly, when a man 
m is reading the Veda, if he finds the Injunction of Vrihi in the first chapter, 
“ ie 1180 of the Yura in the second, this does not make the authority of 


ter at all less than th AR 
: at of the former (as you also ho lese two 
to be possessed of equal authority). i 


“We also find ; : 

“ pilation of the ae athe authors of the Kalpasūtras, in making a com- 

“ those contained in ati ons contained in their own particular Veda with 
“any of them ig fo A p Vedas, always treat the latter Injunctions (when 
“a ; anoth lt 150 wo Contrary to one of the former) as laying 
4 side i era 0 course of action. (Aud as one's own Veda is 
studi tore any other ig taken up, if that which is cognised first Were 

“ to be always 5 as the most authoritative, then the In junctions i 
. tained in one $ own Veda would always be taken as setting aside those 
“contained in the other Vedas; and as such the Kulpasitras coul ; 
i P d not 

“ treat them as equally authoritative and laying down optional alternatives). 
Such joint compilation of all the Vedas is also what is favoured by Jaimini 
„himself; as he also holds that that which is comprehended beforehand 


~ would set aside all subsequent Injunctions, 
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“ Consequently, wa should attach no significance to the order in which 
“the texts appear; what we have to do is to follow the law laid down 


are only remembered, all being 
equally eternal,—when inves- 
“tigating the significations of the various texts, should attribute to the 


“ weakness of their own perceptive faculties, the fact of one text being 
“ perceived after the other, and should accept all of them to be equally 
“ authoritative; just as evon though the letters and words composing 2 
“sentence are cognised one after the other, yet they are all taken to be 
“equally important factors in the comprehension of the sentence. And thus, 
“ like the instructions received from one’s Father and Mother (those of the 
“ Mother always preceding those of the Father and yet both being accepted 
“as equally binding), they should, without the least doubt, accept all the 
“texts to be equally authoritative and binding. 

“ Otherwise if the mere fact of appearing beforehand were to be taken 
“as a sure mark of superior authority, and that appearing afterwards were 
“taken as a mark of unauthoritativeness, what intelligent. man could ever 
“arrive at a decisive conclusion on the point of the anthoritativeness or 
“ otherwise of different texts? (As there is no certainty that that which 
appears first at one time would do the same at all times). 

“ And again, if the mere fact of its appearing subsequently were mado 
“ the ground for relegating the Smrti to the realms of illusion, then even 
“in a case where the Smrti is not contradicted by the Vedic Text, it could 
not be accepted to be authoritative (as in this case also the Smrti would 
“ be appearing after the Vedic Text). 

“ For these reasons, we must conclude, either that all Smrtis are based 
“npon the Veda (and as such equally authoritative), or that all of them 
“aro the products of illusion; and there can be no admixture of their 
“origin (that is, it is not right to accept some of them to be based upon 
“the Veda, and others to be based upon Ilusion.” 

To all this, we make the following reply: Though in a case where we 
Come across & certain Smrti text, if we do not meet with a.direct Vedio Text 
to the contrary, we can safely infer a Vedic Text in support of that Smyli, 
free from all hinderances for the time being. But if at some os ners 
We come across a direct Vedic Text to the contrary, we cannot but pers its 
set aside the former Smrti (as unauthoritative) ; and thus all 5 
having any basis in the Veda baving been set aside, we e cke. 
to the conclusion that it must have its origin in some sort TE e are nati: 
And thus after we have found the Vedic text to the contrary: W 
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ally led to think that the idea that we have had from the Smrti is false; and 
from this we are forced to admit that this idea must have been false, even 
at the time that we had met with the Smrti for the first time. Even in 
ordinary experience, we find that a man who is unable to distinguish the 
false coin from a true one, uses the latter as the real coin ; but from this it 
does not follow that he will continue to use and accept the false coin for the 
true, even after he has become capable of recognising its false character; 
and his subsequent discrimination leads him to the conclusion that his 
notions with regard to the false coin are false, not only at the time when 
he is able to distinguish it from the true one, but that it has always been 
false, even at the time when he accepted it as true. (In the same manner, 
when we do find a Vedic Text, we conclude the Smrti to be false, not only 
now, but always, even when we first met it, and had not found the Vedic 
Text contradicting it). As the idea afforded by the Smrti now (when we 
have founded the Vedic Text to the contrary) is just the same as that 
afforded by it before, this former idea too becomes set aside (when we find 


the contrary Vedic Text); for if the former idea were not false, the latter, 
being identical with it, could never be f 


alse. 
Objection: “Even when we have found the contrary Vedic Text, we 
must conclude that it contradi 


cts, not the Smrti, but the Vedic text that 
for that Smrti (and thus the contradiction 
8 , these being equall authoritative, you can- 
hot but admit of the theory of Option).” Seka: 

; because at the time of the performance of 
an investigation into the character of its 
epended upon the conclusion that he may 
then the man, who has discarded the Vrihi and 
{ Yava, at any one sacrifice, would always, 
e Yava alone, and never use the Veit; and it 


or both of them to be used by every man, as 
; Consequently, 
the authority of a particular action, 


5 which he is going to perform for the 
first time, and 15 finds that he has not yet Ry come 7 85 any such 
Vedic Text as he had assumed, in Support of the Smrti text, on whose 
strength he had performed the action for the first time. he is again led by 
the Smrti text itself to argue that 4 


piled by a person who is known to be an orthodox performer of all Vedig 


gain sets about 
if at the very out- 
he would find that 
d not be otherwise 
text must be un- 


ose 


. ee ee A 


——ä—U— — — 2 N a 
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authoritative ; and the final conclusion that he arrives at is that the origin 
of the particular Smrti text lies, not in any Vedic Text (as inferred before), 
but elsewhere (in the realms of Illusion, &c.); and by this he is not led 
to impose an nnauthoritativeness upon the Vedic Text that was assumed 
to be the basis for the Smrti ; because the unauthoritativeness of this is 
directly perceptible by the mere fact of its not being found anywhere (in 
the Veda; and as such there is no need of any such imposition). (And 
thus we find that the direct Vedic Text contradicts, and points to the unautho- 
ritativeness of, not the assumed Vedic Text, but the Smrti text that was 
sought to be based upon that assumption ; and thus there is a contradic- 
tion, not of one Vedic Text by another Vedic Text, but that of a Smrt; 
text by a Vedic one). 

You have argued ahove that, as there is no such fixed rule as that the 
Vedic Text must always be cognised, prior to the Smrti, or vice versd, 
there could be no fixed idea as to the authoritative character of the one or 
the other, if their authoritativeness or the contrary were to be ascertained 
solely by their prior or subsequent cognition. But this non-fizity applies 
to your theory also: and as such, it should not be urged against my theory 
alone, In a case where we directly find a Vedic Text contradicting the 
Smrti text, and have no opportunity for assuming a Vedic Text in support 
of this latter, it is naturally concluded to have its origin elsewhere (in 
Illusion, &.); and as such is completely set aside, And in a case where 
the contrary direct Vedic Text is found at some other time, even then, the 
contradiction and the consequent rejection of the Smrti is duly ascer- 
tained at that distant time; and this rejection of authority for ever after- 
wards, attaches to the Smrti, which cannot clear itself of such unauthor. 
itativeness. 

As for those that cognise the Smyti text before the contrary Vedic 
Text, though they themselves may not be cognisant of the contrary Vedie 
Text and the consequent rejection of the mrii, yet, inasmuch as the author- 
ity of such a Smrti text has been set aside elsewhere by a previous re- 
cognition, by other people, of the Vedic Text contradicting it, the Snirt 
can never free itself from this unauthoritativeness, attaching to it perma- 
nently. And even in ordinary experience, we find that the contradiction 
of the cognition of other people is by no means a very slight. means af 
ascertaining one’s own cognition to be false ; as for instance, when (by 5 
disorder of the eye) we see the moo i or when we are miae 
: y ; oon as duplicate, n ideas 
in our notions as regards the various directions, we conclude 8 eople. 
to be false, only when we find them to be contrary to those ot 58 85 Sd iis 

Objection : “ In the case of the Vedio Iujunotions of 90 1 1 5 would 
Vrihi also, when one would decide to use the Yava, his cone 8 f 
be contrary to that gf another peraon who has decided to make use o 


— 
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: ct 
the Vrihi and thereby the former conclusion would have to be accepted 
as wrong.” 


Reply : But in that case, 
Vedic origin; and as such t 
the rising or sinking (of an obj 
yet when it rises up, 
one Injunction; and 
View, and that of th 


both the Injunctions are equally of direct 
he authoritativeness or otherwise is only like 
ect) (i e., though the authority ever a 
we accept its authoritativeness, and we make use o 
when it sinks down, its authority is only hidden po 
e other Injunction having come up, we accept t a 
latter and act up to it); and as such both of them being equal in the ey 
of all men, we are unable to find any other ground of difference (between 
the two). 


(I£ it were a rul 
text before cognising 
the former to have | 
base its authority up 
Cognise e a Smrti text 
unguthtöritativenesg 
ity hold upon the 8m 


e with all people that they always cognised a Smrti 
any Vedic one, then it might have been possible for 
ed to the inference of a corroborative Vedic Text and 
on it; but) as a matter of fact, Buch people, as always 
beforehand, are not to be found, in any number, the 


the contrary Vedic Text cannot leave 


there is an inherent ground of unauthor- 
r any authority of their own, but only 
d the falsity attaching to them upon ye 
to set aside any direct Vedic Text. A 
: pose upon the Veda an unanthoritativeness, which 
— absolutely foreign to į offulgent self-authoritative character; and 
at “nauthoritativeness is actually found in the Smrti (contrary to the 
TA Wherefore sho d you go about asauming it in the pe pe 
contradi 5 for it) ? When yon find a Vedic Text anda mri ex 
j Au each other, it is absolutely necessary that you should Ea 
8 Jof ong of $ ed to assume the 
unauthoritativenesg of eie nern Gene ees ete resembling that 
UP of a really existing thing with a piece of cloth in order 
to deceive yourself into the belief that it does not exist ), the inherent unau- 
thoritativeness of the Smrti resent itself before you, and would get 
side, once for all to which of the two is to be rejected ; 
aud would leave you no ground for assuming the absolutely unreal unay., 
thoritativeness of the Vedic Text, 
Even in the caso of such Smrti texts as are n i 
direct Vedic Text, the fact of their being based upon the Veda is by no 
means always quite certain, 


Inference, yet ib can also be negatived b 
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dictory ; because of the causes of the two being different (that of the former 
being actually decided to be Illusion, &c., while that of the latter is only the 
particular cognition of the Author of the Smrti); and as for the origin of 
these texts, it can be ascertained, only in accordance with the bearing of their 
contradictories (i. e., the Smrti that has a, Vedic Text for its contradictory 
is decided to have its origin in Illusion, &., while that which has not such 
a formidable contradictory is believed to have some authority). And 
thus we have proved that the charge of “ half-heartedness ” cannot be 
laid at our door. 5 
Exactly as in the case of Direct Assertion, Indireat Implication, &c., 
(explained under Sutra III—iii— 14), their comparative strength or weak- 
ness is ascértained, according as the one that follows is found to be contra- 
dictory to, or supported by, that which precedes it,—in the same manner 
We could also ascertain the authoritativeness or otherwise of the various 
Smrti texts, according as they are found to be contradicted or supported by 
Vedic Texts; and there can be-no admixture of the two; nor can all Smrti 
texts (those contrary.to the Veda and those not contrary to it) be said to 
be of the same class. ne es A. : ; 
[Another instance of contradiction of the Veda by Smrti, that is cited 
in the Bhashya, is that the Smrti lays down that the whole of the sacri- 
ficial post is to be covered over; while the Veda enjoins that the sacrificer 
should sing a certain hymn while touching the post]. And here, though 
the covering over of the post is laid. down in the Kulpasittra, which is of a 
class different from the ordinary Dharmapastra Smrtis, and which has 
been compiled with the avowed object of collecting together the precepts 
actually found in the Veda,—yet, we shall prove later on that the differ- 
ence between the Kalpasitira and the ordinary Smrti is very slight; and 
also as both of them are equally the works of human authors, the Bhashya 
has cited the Kalpasūtra in the same category as the ordinary Smrti. 
(The next instance cited is that in the Simrtis it is declared that as 
soon as the sacrificer has purchased the Soma, the priests can dine at his 
Place; while the Veda declares that they can dine at his place only when he 
has completed the Agnishomiya-sanstha), And here, though the former pas- 
sage is found in the Atharva.Veda,—yet (1) as we find that this particular 
Veda does not in any way help any sacrificial actions that are performed 25 
Connection with the sacred fire, —(2) as we find this particular SEE 
contradicted by the said declaration which is found in the three i cranes 
are related to such sacrificial actions,—(3) and as the point at 18 0 Sutra 
ference to such a ancrificial action,—we follow the law laid down un g: 
III 3 +s which is directly 
—vi—9, where it is distinctly declared that authority 10 not ao related; 
related to the point at issue is stronger than that which w Atharva- Veda 
and from this law we conclude the said declaration of the : 
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to be weaker in its authority than the other declaration; and for 15 
reason, it has been cited in the Bhāshya, in the same category as the 
ordinary Smytis. : 

[Another instance of the contradiction is, that the Smrtis lay down 


that the Brahmana is to remain a student for forty-eight years; while the. 


Veda lays down the performance of the Agnihotra (and hence of manning 
by one whose hairs are not yet grey and who has got a son.] And m 
though the period indicated by the absence of greyness in the hair is — 
indefinite, and it may be that he may not have got a son till then, yet w 
accept the particular period to be ‘ youth,’ as pointed out by such Smrtis 
as — one should seek after Dharma while he is still young,’—or as ex- 
tending, at the very utmost, to middle age’ 
student for forty-eight years, 
six years before the Upanayan 
up to the fifty-second or fifty- 
(if the Upanayana be delayed 
tainly be getting beyond the. 
not marry, the person could n 
between the two Injunctions 
In connection with the e 
regard to the covering of the 


; while if one were to remain a 
these forty-eight years added to the four or 
a, would bring the life of the religious student 
fourth year of his age or even more than that 
to the 10th or 12th year) ; and this would cer- 
middle age’; (and as up to this time he could 
ot perform the Agnihotra) the contradiction 
becomes quite patent. 
Ontradiction that has been pointed out with 
las b . post, it may be argued that even when the post 
ut covered, it is quite possible for it to be touched (and as such there is 
Tee eon): But how can you deny this contradiction? Because 
ite 1 85 the fe. ling of an object by means of the tactile seuse; and when 
biens if en by a piece of cloth, there can be no such feeling of it; 
because the ae ìs touched, that would not be the touching of the post; 
ity, do. Te by hus: 155 these two differ in points of their genus, individual- 
the latter were also G of an object connected with another object, 
the touching of the oat G A he touching of the Earth iat alert 
any Injunction of the tou = sS tho eacrificer is always touching the earth, 
An objection ic ing of tue post Would be entirely irrelevant). 
n objection is raised: « Firstly, we do uot think the Earth to be*the 
Post, while we have a distinct notion of the post on 
been covered by the cloth ; and ass ere aaen in a Post that has 


uch there is a differ b 
case in dispute and the instance you h e een we 


ave cited. Aud secondly, even when 
the Cand@la happens to touch the cloth that we are Wearing, We can be- 


come pure only by undergoing the same Processes of bath, &., as those 
that are laid down for one who is touched by him directly,” 

Reply: True it is that we have got to bathe in the case you mention; 
but that is owing to our contact with the cloth, that has been defiled by the 
direct touch of the Cāndāla. We are led to this conclusion by the fact 
that, even when a piece of cloth that we are not wearing is touched by the 


83 — — — ee 


P 


le A E . 
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Oandila, if we happen to touch this cloth, we have got to bathe, &c., 
exactly as if we ourselves had been touched. 

Another question is raised: “ How is it that you have brought forward 
a sort of defilement—that of ourselves by touching the cloth that has been 
touched by the Oéndéla—which is not mentioned in the codes of morality ? 
If such defilement were real, how is it that you do not accept such defile 
ment in the case of metals, wood,-&c.; when these having been touched by the 
Oūndäla, happen to be touched by us? Certainly, no reasons appear to help 
us here. 

To this e make the following reply: With regard to wood, grass, 
o., it is distinctly laid down that they are purified by the air itself; while 
there is no purification of the cloth, except by washing. It may be urged 
that this purification has been laid down as necessary only when the cloth 
happens to be besmeared with unclean matter. But we do not find the word 
“ besmeared in the text of the Smrti, where it is simply said, that “an 
unclean cloth is to be washed”; and certainly the cloth that has been 
toached by the Odandala cannot but be accepted as “ unclean *; and as such, 
it can be purified only by being washed in water. 

Obj.: It is only for the man himself that the Smrtis have enjoined 
certain expiatory rites as to be performed when he happens to be touched 
by a CGandala; and hence it would seem that such uncleanness attached to 
the man alone; and not to any other substance, like the cow or the horse. 
And when we come to consider whether the cloth, like the cow, is not made 
unclean, by the touch of the Candala, or it. is rendered unclean, like the 
man, — we naturally conolude that it is, like the cow, not made unclean by 

E 

= ary : But we find the Smrti laying down that a man when thus touch- 
ed is to dip into the water, with all his clothes on ; and from this we infer 
that the clothes are also rendered unclean, and its case is not like that of 
the cow, &o. And then again, when we happen to touch the Candala, with 
our hand (and there being no direct contact of the Candala with the cloth), 
even for this case, the Smrti lays down that we should bathe with all our 
clothes on; and from this also it is clear that the cloth is rendered un- 
clean even by its contact with the human body which has been touched by 
the Candala; and consequently it is not unreasonable to declare it unclean 
when it has been touched by the Candala directly. As for the cow, horse 
Go., even when they happen to be touched by the Oandala, the Smrii Injunc- 
tions do not make it necessary for them to be washed; and as auch we do not 
accept the fact of these animals being defiled by such contact ; and as such the 
case of the cloth cannot be taken as identical with that of these animals. 

For these reasons, in the case in question, the touching of the cloth oana 
not be regarded as identical with the touching of the post (covered by it) 

19 
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If the Injunction be explained as laying down the necessity of the 
priest singing the hymn, while touched by the post,—then too, it would be 
necessary for his body to be in direct touch with the skin of the post. And 
even if the Injunction, be taken to mean only that he should rest upon the 
post, then too the necessity of direct contact romains just the same; and 
as such, even this resting would not bè possible if the post were complete- 
ly covered up. For, in that case, the priest would sing while resting upon 
the cloth (and not upon the. post) ; because even though the cloth itself, 
would be resting upon the post, yet it could serve as the rest or support of 
the priest. For these reasons,.we conclude that there is a direct contra- 

diction between the Smrti Injunction of the covering of the whole post, 
and the Vedic one of touching it; and as such it is only right that wo 
should clearly discern which is to be given the preference, 


ed Vedic Injunction inferred to form part of a 
eda ; because, as it is, the Smrti by itself has no 
not equal in its own authority to the contrary 


The Bhashya says (inreply to the above question): This cannot be: 
because we accept two statements as optional alternatives, only when we do not 
perceive one of them to be a distinctly mistaken one. And as we have shown 
above, one of the two Injunctions must be held to be a mistaken one; and 
in this the mistake cannot but be laid at the door of the Smrti. 

The compound Vyāmohavijnānam ” may be explained either ag a 
Qenitive-Tatpurusha—the meaning in that case being ‘ the ascertainment 


of another cognition’—or ag a Karmadharaya, the meaning being the 
mistaken character of the cognition itself,’ 


Says the Bhashya: One who would 


ic Tent, if it is 


rage a partial appli. 
cation. And this is to be taken as proving the fact that, inasmuch ag 


all chance of the Smrti text being based upon the Veda is cut off, it can. 
not but be held to have its root in Illusion. And if such character of the 
Smrti once admits of the authority of its contradictory Vedic Text, the 
authority of this latter can never be suspected to be partial; because the 
Veda can never be reasonably open to an imposition of falsity; it is with 
this view that the Bhashya says it can never have a partial application, 
And as for the Smrti text laying down the covering up of the whole post, 
as it is always shrouded in the cloud of unauthoritativeness, and is never 
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capable of being cleared from it, this Smrti is als 
‘to be never partial (in its unauthoritativeness), 

Or, if we accept the reading (in the Bhashya) « 
of Apakshikanca’’), the meaning would be that ey 
the option-theory, at the time that we would accep 
down by the Veda, there would be no chance of the assumption of a 
Vedic Text in support of the contrary Smrti Injunction ; and as such, we 
Would be obliged to conclade the Smrti text to be based upon ignorance, 
&c.; and hence it could never clear itself from thig taint of falsity, and so 
it conld never be accepted as authoritative. 2 

As for the Vedic Text, on the other hand, when it has once got the 
Slightest occasion for asserting its authority, it can never be set aside 
as false, because its opponent (the contrary Smrti Text) is very mach 
Weaker than itself (aud as such can never set aside the authority of the’ 
Veda). It is with this in view that the Bhashya says: That which serves 
as the basis of the authority of the Vedic Text, at the time that its ‘injunction’ 
ts accepted as the desired alternative, §c., &. ; 

It cannot be reasonably urged that the reading of the Vedic Text ( that 
is found to contradict a Smrti Text) is wrong; inasmuch as it appears 
quite possible for the Sri itself to have its origin in such faulty sonroos 
as a wrong comprehension of the Vedic Text, or illusory dream-like cogni- 
tions, hya says: Thus then, it cannot be assumed that the idea has 

The Pien sferred to the Veda. And by idea here is meant the idea 
been sorongly ET character ; and by the negation of the expression wrong- 

8 85 „ Veda, what is meant is tlie denial of the fact of assum- 
5 unauthoritativeness of the Veda by the assumption of the 
fact of its consisting of 5 statements. Or, it may mean that 
the idea brought about by t e Smrti having previously (at the time 
when the Vedic alternative 16 ee found to be a mistaken one, it 
can never attain even to partial authoritativeness ; and thus the passage 
may also serve to point out the fact of the Smrti text being contradicted 
by the Vedic one, specially on account of the former having its origin in 
Illusion &c. 8 

Says the Bhishya : Because the origin of the Smrti is the same in both 
cases. That is to say, inasmuch as the Smrti has been set aside by a very 
much stronger opponent, in the shape of the Veda, all possibility ee 
assumption of a corroborative Vedic text is closed for ever; and. as eu 
the Smrti can never attain to any sort of authoritativeness. and: 

Says the Bhāshya: Api ca ttarstardgraye anyatahparicchada s ond 
this sentence the expression “ itarétaragraya” means eee ere found to 
®Xplained below. In a case where two means of cognitions- are 


© said in the Bhashya 


Pakshikanca” (instead 
en in accordance with 
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contradict ench other, exactly like the syllogistic Middle Term which is 
concomitant both with the Major Term and its contradictory, the point at 
issue can be decided only by a third means of cognition. P 
The Bhashya here has used the expression “pramānņnāãyam smrtau 
and the Vdartika raises a grammatical difficulty : If the word pramaza be 
taken as equivalent to the word jnana (neuter),—or, even if it be ex plained 
as that which is cognised (made up with the nominal affix lyut),—we should 
have had the form pramané smrtau, exactly as we have Védah pramanam ; 
if, however, it be explained as that by which something is cognised (made up 
with an Instrumental affix), it should have to be used in the same gender 
and person as the word it qualifies (the word Smrti”); and as such a 
final ' will have to be added to the word, according to Panini’s Sūtra IV 
i—15; andthe word having thus been transformed into pramaniz, the above 
clause should have been pramanyam smrtau.” 

Finding the Bhashya to be grammatically inconsistent in both ways, 
with a view to defend the expression in the Bhāshya, we should have 
recourse to the following arguments: The Smrti can be rightly spoken 
of as pramand,—this latter word meaning that which attains its authority 
ah eee Vedic text, the word being formed by adding the affix 

ne ware ae ‘ay’ (to go or to reach) (the meaning of the expres- 
tive Vedios wren the Smrti attains an authority based upon a corrobora- 
bert). (The formation of the word Pramdana” being thus 
grammatically explained, Pramana + ay + Kvip, the ya of the root being 
deleted, on account of its being followed by the Ka in Kvip, which is 
included in the pratyahara ‘bal,’ in accordance with Panini’s Sūtra VI 
1—66; and as for the letters of the ‘Krip’ affix itself, it disappears 
e eee accordi IĮ—iii—8 the v by VI i 
67, the ‘i? accordin Sie pacording 0 aa 
g to I—iii—2, and ‘p’ according to I—iii—3), 


Though the afix Kvip w; 
its deletion being n will pe the first to be deleted, on the ground of 


SSA 1 , 
will not have a following 5 ™ all cases, and thereby the ‘ya’ of the root 


ay, yet Wwe will h . 
the root, through the potency of the o 195 e an wise 1 — 


this potency behind, (even when the afix is 

) r deleted), i i 
the Sūtra I—i—62. Nor can it be urged that es p ae eee 
tion, based upon the peculiarities of any letter; because the Saira YI — 
66 distinctly lays down the deletion of the letters v' and %, 


followed by the letters included in the ‘bal’ pratyahara (this bal? 5 
not a letter, but an afiz). Or, we may divide the Sutra VI~i—67 rated 


two parts “yeh” and “aprktasya,” and thus the first part would msan 
that the letters % and ‘y’ when followed by ‘vi’ are deleted; and in 
accordance with this, the of the root ‘ay’ becomes deleted, on account 
of its being followed by the ‘vi’ in ‘kvip’ (the ‘k’ always disappear ing 
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as soon as the affix is brought in). And thus the ‘ y’ having been de- 
leted, all that remains is Pramdpa + a and then the feminine sign of ‘a’ 
being added, in accordance with the Sutra IV —i—4, we have the form 
pramãna + a + ā, and the second a blending with the final a,’ we have 
pramiina + a, according to the Sutra VI—~i—101, which also tends to the d- 
being blended with the preceding ‘a’, and we get the word ‘ Framũnũ. 
The Vartika next proceeds to explain that the expression “ ttarétara- 
graya” of the Bhashya, can also be taken in the ordinary sense of. mutual 
interdependence. We find that the autlioritativeness of the Smrit text is 
based upon the unauthoritativeness of the contrary Vedic Text; and the 
unauthoritativeness of the Vedic Text is inferred from the anthoritative- 
ness of the Smrti Text. Similarly, on the other hand, the unauthorita- 
tiveness of the Smrti is inferred on th oritativeness 


of the Veda; and the authoritativeness of the Vedic Text ig ascertained 


‘ And thus, for one who 
would accept the two texts to be optional alternatives, there could be no 


explained above; whereas for one 
i mrti Text (contrary to the Veda 

there is only one kind of “ itarstarapraya,” (that of mutual hidon 
© contradiction that has been 
adiction of two 
tained by a thi 


penn shape of a reas 
for accepting one text and rejecting the other): Tha authority of the doch: 
ing of the post is a permanent entity (in the shape of the Veda), while that 
of the Smrti Text (laying down the ag Up of the Post) has got to b 
assumed. And here bike find that th 18 third means is not one that is al ° 
gether unconnected with the two objects of discussion (i. e., the two j 55 
aes exts). 
45 $ 9 he discrepancy of “ itarëtarā- 
no os the discrepancy in the 
f its hel N ; 
satisfactory conclusion. The Veda being: zent jo come to a definite 


ung self-sufficient in its authority, the 


A as an unimpeded 
as the authoritativeness of the Smrti being d p 


8 : . ependent upon the assumption 
of a corroborative Vedic Text, its authority h ; p P 


ntradicts); and this mutual 
interdependence cannot by any means be avoided., 
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As a matter of fact, however, no amount of assumed unauthoritative- 
ness can touch the Veda; and so long as this unauthoritativeness has not 
been established, there is no chance for the authoritativeness of the Smrts. 
For one, who is ambitious enough to think of acquiring glory by suppress- 
ing one who is stronger than himself, cannot but he quickly annihilated, ex- 
actly as the foot-soldier is destroyed by the elephant. And consequently, in 
che very action of the assumption of the authoritative character of the Smrti, 

its upholder becomes vanquished (by the superior strength of the Veda). 
On the other hand, when we proceed to consider the aforesaid 
‘mutual interdependence,’ as applying to the acceptance of the superior 
authority of the Vedic Text, we find that here, it is through the authorita - 
tiveness of the contrary Smrti Text that the Vedic Text attains to an 
undisputed authority; and consequently, when we proceed to seek for the 
grouud for rejecting the authority of the Smrti, we find that from the 
very beginning, the Smrti by itself (without the support of the Veda) is 
ever unauthoritative; and thus (before it has succeeded in pointing to an 


assumed Vedic Text as its authority) even a single moment havi 
found by: the contrary Vedic Text, j aving been 


this latter fully asserts its own 
authority during that time (and leaves no o ortunity for i 
of any texts). That is to 88y, 15 „„ 


when we have just found the Smrti Text 

and have not yet got at its corroborative Vedic Text, w i 

for the time, the Smrti Text to b 5 ity X 258 8 me 
5 y 


j e without auy authori 
mere fact the authority of the contrary Vedic Text having been established 
its authority remains for ever unmolested; and this conclusion i ie 
a means other than the two texts themselves. ngorat BY 
Thus then, we find that in one case, (ie. 

Text alone), the authoritative character of that q N 

through its inherent self- sufficient authority; while in 55 —— 
when we have come across a contradictory Smet Text the auth i 5 bas 
ness of the Vedic Text is asceitained from the (aforesaid „ 
authoritativeness of the Smrti, id) momentary un- 
asserted its authority, at the firs 


when we have the Vedic 


g it upon a certain basis 

mri Text), —it gets a firm 

ex 

tion of a text corroborati ve of the Smrti) has . N 
The Hudsligu explains this, in one Way, in the passage As the basis 

of the Smrti has still got tu be assumed, its authority cannot be ascertained ; 

specially so long as its corroborative Vedie Text has not been found, on 


account of there beiug no grounds for assuming it. The other way of 
explain the same thing is that when once the Vedic Text has obtained 
5 footing. it cannot but be kept up until finally its authority 


u 1 aud dispute. 
becomes 
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In the cases of an ackno 
Yava, and the Brhatsama an 
because there is no way out of it; 8 
in the Veda, there is no difference in thei 


two men, one standing on a step higher than the other (i. e., none of the two 
stand in need of the intervention of the authority of any assumed texts); 
and as such, both being of equal strength, we can have no reasonable pre- 
ference for either the one or the other; and hence in such cases, we must 
admit of option, as explained before. 

Thus we conclude that no authority attaches to such Smrti texts, 
as are contradictory to direct Assertions of the Veda. 


End of Adhikarana (2). 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the unauthoritative character of such Smrti Texts as have their 
origin in ordinarily perceived worldly objects]. 


Sutra 4. (Also because we find reasons). 

For the following reason too, the Smrtis in question cannot be accepted 
as authoritative ; because we find them to be due to other Causes. Nor igs it 
possible to assume the existence of corroborative Vedic Texts either by pre- 
ference or by Apparent Inconsistency, on the ground of the authors of the 
Smrtis being such persons as were the performers of the actions laid down 
in the Veda. Because this reason is found to be too wide (and as such not 

invariably pointing to an authoritative text). For when the Capability of 
the Smrti to point to a corroborative text has been destroyed byt 
Vedic Text, we can have no inference of any such text; and the 
proceed to look for the source of the Smrti elsewhere, we find its sources 
sometimes in Illusion, sometimes in Avarice, and sometimes in Perversions 
of arguments,—any or all of these being incapable of being denied ag a 
sufficient cause of such freaks of imagination (as we meet with in the Smrtis), 
These sources can belong only to such Smrtis as have been maimed by a 
contrary Vedic Text, and not to the Vedic Text itself ; because & contradic. 
tion of the Veda always sets aside the Smrti, and never vice versd. It ma 
be argued that— Just as we are unable to find a basis for the Sinrti in 
any Vedic Text, in the same way, we may be unable to find its basig any- 
where else (in Illusion, eto.).“ In view of this question, the Bhashya adds — 
Tt is more reasonable (and more in keeping with facts) to assume its basis in 
Illusion, etc., than in the Veda; because when we can find any perceptible 
basis (in Illusion, eto.), we can have no ground for an unseen one (in the 


Veda). 


[The above explanation makes the Satra a part of the preceding 
Adhikarapa]. Tt may also be taken as un independent Adhikarana, says the 


h a. i . . 4 P. 
gu ais an alternative interpretation is suggested, there can be 
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only one of the following two reasons: (1) either that the former explana- 
tion is not quite satisfactory, or (2) that the second explanation brings out 
certain facts not got at by means of the former. 

And in the present case, the unsatisfactory character of the former 

interpretation consists in the fact that when tne unauthoritative character 
of the contrary Smrfi Text has been already established on the excep- 
tionally strong ground of its being contradicted by Vedic Texts, it is not 
much use bringing forward further arguments in support of the same 
conclusion. On the other hand, when we take the Sūtra ag a distinct 
Adhikarana by itself, we find it affording an argument, which, independ- 
ently of the former arguments (detailed in the preceding Adhikarana), 
is capable of setting aside the authority of the Smrti texts; and for this 
reason we explain it as constituting an Adhikarana by itself. 
In the case of such Smrti texts, as are not directly contr 
Véda, and yet are incapable of any authoritativeness, we find other reasons 
for asserting this unauthoritativeness; and there is no possibility of such 
texts being set aside by any means (other than those pointed out by this 
Sutra). For instance, the Smrti lays down— The Adhvaryu priest takes 
the cloth worn at the Vaisarjana Homa”; and it is in accordance with 
this that the priest takes away the cloth in which the Soma is brought, and 
also that worn by the Sacrificer during the performance of the Vaisarjana 
Homa ; and though this Injunction is not found in any of the metrical texts 
of Mann, &c., yet it is inferred on the strength of such being the practice 
of the priests. Similarly we have a Smrti injunction laying d OWatihe 
giving away of the “ yipahasti,” by which the cloth enclosing the sacrificial 
post is meant; and this acceptance of the cloth by the priest is also based 
upon an Injunction, which is itself based upon the fact of such being the 
recognised practice of priests. 

In the case of these Smrtis too, though it would se 
as the performers of such deeds are the performers of Vea: . 
injundtions must havea basis in the Veda 1 ifices, these 
texts is possible; because the such Vedic 


i i being due to avarice. 
&. The priests know that the sacrificer is bound to them as it were, a 


y of his finishing the sacrifice that he has commenced, 
d be free from their clutches as soon as it is finished ; 
While he is still busy with the sacrifice, they beg from 
; basing their petitions upon various claims, and also up- 
on imaginary texts laying down and eulogising the gifts asked for, where- 
by they seek to convince him of the sacred character of their petitions ; and 
in this they behave exactly like the slaves at the harvest, who prefer a 
requests to their master, basing their requests upon long establis 


claims of sorts. And the Saorificer too finds the texts that the priests bring 
20 


adicted by the 


em that, inasmuch 


and also that he woul 
and consequently, 
him various thiugs, 
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forward to be similar to the well-known Vedic texts laying down other gifts; 
and thereby being convinced of the necessity of the gifts asked for by them 
gives them the things they ask for ; and.consequently the Smrti texts may 
‘be those very imaginary texts, whose tradition lins been kept up by a line 
of selfish priests; aud while we have this suspicion, no assumption of a 
Vedic tert iu support of such texts is possible, And as shown above, it is 
far more reasonable to conclude them to be due to avarice, &c.; and so the 
suspicion becomes a certainty. And it may be pointed ont that this fact bas 
already been hinted by the Bhashya, by the expression Tulyakāranatrāt ” 
(i. e., the fact of avarice being the source applies to the case of the Vaisaryana 
cloth, as also to the covering of the post). 


But with reference to the two foregoing Adhikaranas, the following 
points are worth consideration :— 
The fact of the Smytis being based upon the Veda having been fully 
established, even if, perchance, a certain Smrti text be found to be con- 
tradicted by a certain Vedic text, how can we attribute it to such other 
causes (as Illusion and the rest) ? 
It is a well-known fact that Vedic texts are scattered over various 
branches ‘of the Veda, known to different persons; and that they do not 
coconr in tlie Veda in the order in which they are nsed at the performance 
J of sacrifices ; and consequently, it is only right that, with a view to protect 
0 ae context of the whole Veda, the authors of Smrtis, when 
„„ of certain actions, should not quote the Vedic 
samo senaé in Their 5 Point to them, by means of expressing the 
and in 80 doing the 9 Pay then collect them as such in one place; 
of the Vedic texts (which ra nuthors serve to indiente the words 
same manner as certain distinctions of oe not available), exactly in the 
the different meanings of words, Kc.) yee accent, &c. (serve to indicata 
| teacher with a book in his hand, when the „ a student goes to a 
as forming part of the work, even tlidugli it be 51 loin Gn 1 sat 
| book carried by the student) he accepts the text as true; in the 1 5 


ner, the words of the. authors of the Kulpasitras, occupying with us th 
same position as the words of the teacher, simply point to the existence 
Vedic. texts in keeping with themselves; and as it is only in this pointing 
out that their function ceases, they cannot be rejected as unauthoritative. 
on the ground of their proceeding from a human source ; exactly as though 
proceeding from them, yet the distinctions of tones, accents, &c., are not 
rejected as altogother unauthoritative, . 
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Then again, that the Vedas are in such and such a form can be point- 
ed out by such men as either read or remember them; and no difference is 
* be ey a other means is employed. As at the time 
J)JCCCVVET.T. 
by his a * d in th a either by the impressions left by them, or 

y (and in the case of Remembrance also, the text is retained 
by memory). Thus then those Vedio texts, whose sense is remembered 
and reproduced (by the authors of the Kalpasiitras), and as such clearly 
pointed out as really existing in the Veda, are equal in authority to 
those texts that are directly found in the Veda as one may have learnt 
1b; and as such, on what grounds could they be rejected? If a single 
Smrti work could be found to be, through and through, against the Veda, 
then alone could we reject that work, and employ the others (in our prac- 
tice). (But no such Smrti work is found). As a matter of fact, all 
the Smytis that we know of,—sach for instance, as those treating of the 
Upanayana, Sc. are found to be based upon direct Vedic texts, of the several 
rescensions, the Katha, the Mattrdyani, and the rest; and if by chance 
any single seutence in such Smrti, be found to be not in keeping with 
Vedic texts, we dare not conclude, on the strength of that solitary in- 
stance, that that particular Smrlt text must have its origin elsewhere (in 
the realms of Illusion, &c.) And when such a Smrti text is rejected by 
-fond of 1 5 7 5 if he is soon made acquainted 
f a different Çäkhkä, corroborating that very Smrti, 
how sorry would the countenance become, of this clever Togician P And 
(as the Smrti text would be found to be contradicted by one Vedic text 
and corroborated by the other) there could be no certainty as to whether 
its authority is to be „ ; 

; As for the 1 in 1 a 1 uP of the whole post, 
which has been cite “aa of th x contradictory to the Vedic 
text laying down the touching of the post,—this Smrti tex 
borated by direct Vele mrn ja has been clea 
delt in his work tho “ Chandogyanupada,” 


subject of the ; Audumbari ytipa” as laid down by direct Vedic texts of 
the Gakatdyant Brahmana,—where it is pointed out that the people 


»in covering the post, have 


some person, over 
with a Vedic text, o 


t is entirely corro- 
rly shown by Jaimini him- 
as also while dealing with the 


belonging : 15 Çūkatāyani Rescenion, should 
tho “ thread-ends ” at the top; which dist; l 
being covered by cloth, as 10 also 1 tens pes f 1 oi 135 
l 1 lie nien is prosperity tlie sloth is 18 and in oatinee! 
1 9 J aimiui has (iu the aforesaid work) also 29 81 5 1 
Vedi o Audnmbaré post by a piece of cloth as being based upon direct 
Yedic texts. Aud thus being based Upon Vedic texts, how can it serve as the 
instance of a text to be rejected as unauthoritative . 5 ei 


: ‘native to the 
8 : optional alterna : 

‘ to accept it as laying down an in their anthonty 
v 5 have ee ae ey a 8 d of 
edic ? uld ave een Os 8 

tter of fact, however, there wo ene Baut 8 

i eta any 5 only if there were-a real contr pti in e 

a resent case, there is no contradiction at ll ; for mere sag ie poi 

be oe eda by the text that enjoins its touching. eee i = ella 
were covered up, leaving a few inches uncovered, could no 


‘ed is not 
be very well done? That the whole of the post should be rate ee 
laid down in the Kalpasiitra ; and as a matter of fact too, nobody 
it near the root of its ears. 


Even if the particle ‘pari’ (in oe goon 
i i then too the Sz 
ken to imply the covering of the whole post, 
Se a d even if the post were left uncovered in the 
small place (near its ear). 


me y 
in the greed (of the priest for the cloth); but the gree 
r satisfied by ¢ 


Overing the lower and the upper parts 
is * ` 

as two are used by females for the lower and R pper 

thee ES, (hich woul give the priest two instead of only one piece); an 


did 
should have laid down that it should be a splendi 
silk cloth ; and not that it should be 
qualifications. That 


Cause (as that of greed 
cloth-covering also, 
the cloth should ha 

As for the tex 


overing by Naga, no such 
and in the case of the 
any such cause for the restriction that 
ends Pointing upwards, 
wn the propriety of eating at the place of 
Uchased the Soma, it is a text from the 
Atharva Veda; and certai ere can be no reason for asserting its un- 
hough this particular text of the Atharva Veda 
does not serve any purpose in connection with sacrifices, yet what is there 
to set aside its authority with regard to other matters? The performance 
of anti ( pacification of evil influences), Pushti (actions meant to bring pro- 
sperity) and Abhicaira (killing of enemies, &e.), are all laid down in the 
Atharva Veda, as to be perfor the same person (that 


med for the sake of 
forms the sacrifices), and by the very same priest ; and thus wo find 
perfo Atharva Veda serves the purpose of explaining its own particular 
that the f Actions, exactly in the same way as the other three Vodas do 
1 eared to their respective subjects (of the perfor 
with re, 


mance of the various 
hori h 
ġo.) (And as such there is no reason why the authority of the 
sacrifices, ae. 


—14—y———— — —— —⸗ 
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Atharva Veda should be rejected in favour of that of the other three 
Vedas). And again, the Injunction of eating (at the place of the Sacrificer 
who has purchased the Soma) does not refer to any part of the sacrifice ; 
exactly as the actions of Gantt, &c., do not form part of any ; therefore both 
(the Eating and the (anti) referring simply to a desirable purpose of man, 
the authority of the Injunction of the said Eating cannot be reasonably re- 
jected (¢.¢., as the Hating is not a part of the sacrifice, the authority of 
the Atharva Veda cannot be doubted with regard to it). 

(The Eating does not form part of any sacrifice because) it has been 
laid down, not with any special reference either to the sacrificer or to the 
priests, but with regard to all men in general. There are certain other texts 
that prohibit 2 man to eat at the place of one who has been initiated for a 
sacrifice ; and we find two texts that allow him to ent at the sacrificer’s place ; 
but each of the texts defines different limits of time,—one of them allowing 
of the eating only when the sacrificer has finished the Agutshoma-sans- 
tha,” and the other pointing ont the “ purchasing of the Soma” as the 
time after which one could eat at hia place; and (there is no contradiction 
between the two texts, as) they can be taken as laying down alternative 
restrictions ; exactly as there are alternatives laid down with regard to the 
cessation of the various “ Periods of Impurity ”—(wbere we do not reject 
any one alternative in favour of another). : 

An objection is raised: The distinction that is made in the periods 
“of ‘impurity’ is due to considerations of the impediments to the perform- 
“ance of sacrifices; and for this reason the various limits of impurity 
“ara not equally authoritative; and as such they cannot be accepted as 
“alternatives. One who could become purified, or capable of feeding others, 
“in a shorter time,—why should he wait for the lapse of the longer time? 
Thus then, if the Brahmane could become pure after the lapse of either 
“one or three days, how could the impurity ever continue for ten days ? 
„ Because by purity ’ is meant the disappearance of sin, or the capability 
“of performing sacrifices; and how could these properties he held to be 
5 u before the lapse of ten days ? In the same 
0 ba para 0 5 ot the food given by the initiated sacrificer, we pe 
“ : oth pure and impure, before the Agnishomasanstha 

has been finished. 

“It may be argued that The limit of the impurity in the case 
„of each person may be acknowledged to be that which he and his fore- 
fathers have been accepting from before, exactly fe 1 i 

Agnihotra offerings are to be made before or after sunrise, 38 deci 
“what the man himself or his forefathers may have been doing (and 25 155 
“ accept the two times to be optional we can also hold the limits o 

Ptional, so too 
“ purity to be optional). 
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“But this cannot be; because in the case of the two times of 


“the Agnihotra, both are equally authoritative; and hence an option 
“is allowable ; 


nor, in this case, is any contradiction of any previous 
“text (as there is in the 


case of the food, the mention of its purity 
“ being contradictory to that of its impurity, before the finishing of the 
“ Agnishoma). Because the mention of the advisability of making the 
“ offering before i t make that of makingit after sunrise alto- 
And further in this case, the two alternatives do not 


» in the amount of trouble and expense that each in- 
While, on the other hand, in the case in 


9 Accomplished in a shorter time, 
time,—this action would in 

such express iujunetions (of 

“of impurity ; secondly, 

“ greater trouble; 


„would, thus, come to be that ou 
“ purity, even if à cause for furthe 
period of the former impurity w 
“it is that when the ten-day period 
‘begun, aud has not come to an en 


on 
m- 
the 

nce 
of impurity due to a certain cause has 
d, before another event happens in the 
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“interim, the former includes this latter; because the number of days 
“limited to fen spreads over all these ten days completely, and as such it 
“is only proper that it should have its sway over any other event that 
“ may happen within its limits, and thereby limit the period of impurity 
“ due to this latter. Purity and Impurity being imperceptible entities are 
“ accepted, just as they are declared to be in Vedic texts (and as such we 
“cannot always find a reason for the continuance or cessation of the 
“periods of impurity due to various causes). 

“In the case of the eating (at the place of the initiated sacrificer), 
“ however, we do not find any cause or object for any limit; and hence 
„the longer limit would always be rejected in favour of the shorter. 
“Consequently it is absolutely necessary to find out an object for 
“the laying down of the two limits. It may be urged that—' in the 
“case of the snid eating also, when it is impossible to wait for the 
“longer limit, or when the sacrificer happens to offer the food (which is 
not considered right to refuse), then (under these two contingencies) 
“ his food may be taken, even after he has only finished the purchase of the 
“Soma. The Dharmapdstras have often Inid down certain secondary 
“ causes of action, to be followed, in times of trouble, when it is impossible 
“to follow the course primarily laid down; and in the same manner, it 
% may be held that when one is on the point of death by starvation, he 
can partake of the food given by the initiated sacrificer, even if this latter 
‘t may only have purchased the Soma at that time.’ Well, this is only 
“ another way of declaring the injunction of the shorter limit to be un- 
“ authoritative; because, in the event of starvation, Vi¢vamitra even ate 
“of the thigh of a dead dog (which does not mean that the eating of the 
* dog is allowable.” 

To all this, we make the following reply: In one case (as in the case 
of the eating of the dog) a certain evil deed is unavoidably done, which is 
not expressly permitted ; and in another (as in the case of enting at the 
place of the sacrificer when he has purchased the Soma) that which is 
done as unavoidable, 18 also expressly permitted; and certainly, this con- 
titntes n deal of difference. It cannot be denied that there is a difference 
between the general Permission (that in troublous times men can, under 
pressure of circumstances, do prohibited deeds), and a specific permission 
(that such and such an act is to be done); because there is no sin attach- 
ing to this latter act, while to the former, there is a slight taint of it. 
Manu also has laid down the following, with regard to the course of action 
permissible in times of trouble: ‘The sins committed during such calamit- 
ous times will be purified when such times have ceased; aud the sE : 
who has lowered himself by the performance of a slightly evil or u gravely 
heinous deed, can purify himself, when (on favourable times having 
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7 ’ 
arrived) he is able to do so, by the performance of deeds of epee 
And the first act of righteousness that will have to be performed wou x a 
in the shape of an expiatory rite; and when the man will haye purine 


himself by its means, then alone will he be entitled to the performance of 
such other acts, as will brin 


g to him particular desirable results, (i. e., the 
various sacrifices), 


Thus then, it must be admitted that the injunction, that permits the 
ng at the place of one who has purchased the Soma, is meant to imply 
that, in a case where there is no ot 


her means of saving one’s self from star- 
vation, if he eats at his place, he does not, by that, commit a sinful act. 
And in this connection, it may also be pointed out, that in a case Where 
one is able to abide by the primary injunction, if he has recourse to the se- 
condary alternative, he does not obtain the proper results, —as has been 
explained in the case of sacrifices. Thus then, inasmuch as the accept- 
ance of the simple alternative, without sufficient grounds for the renounce- 
ing of the chief injunction, has been condemned as useless (and not permis- 
sible), it must þe concluded that when it is possible for the man to obtain 
food elsewhere, he should not, for mere worldly reasons, partake of food at 
the place of the 


; he has only purchased the Soma, and not 
finished the Agnishoma-Saasthak), yp } j 
Or, we may explai 


of action referring to 
able of being taken as 


eati 


sacrificer, (if 


n the case in the following manner: The t 
different points of time, and thereby 
equally authoritative alternatives, we must explain 
away their seeming contradiction, by finding different Purposes (or signi- 
fications) for them, (And this ig done in the following manner 

as the initiated sac 

food is never allow 
eat at his place, but), if one desist from guch eatin 
until the finishing 


WO courses 
not being cap- 


lent results), exactly as the not partaking of any food 
nies, or of giving up the eating of i 
bring about very good results, 
neither the eating at Çrāddhas, 
hibited. Because what is absol here 
as also (accordin 
as; and there jg 10 


‘ed in honour of the 
Forefathers ; and hence we understand that if one desistg from eating at 


uch functions, he is performing a particular penance, which leads 
all 8 Regen, In the same manner, the eating of meat is absolutely 
ate on the sixth, eighth, fourteenth, and fifteenth (and the 
pronibi 


Cr z 
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„ 5 55 and from this it follows that the house- 
other days, if he so wish it; and hence i 

: i ; 8 8 ; ence if one 
desists from its eating, he acquires a peculiarly excellent it: 

been expressly laid down (by Manu): There is no harm in pate aoe 
in drinking wine, &c.; such is the general inclination of men a fee: fe 
tion from these leads to excellent results.’ ae ona 

The opponent may argue thus: “ In the case of the eating of food at 
“a place where a Craddha is being performed, we. find that there are in 
« reality two distinct sentences; and as such we can interpret it as two 
“sentences; in the case in question, on the other hand, there is a single 
« sentence prohibiting the eating of any food at the house of one who has 
« been initiated for a sacrifice; and as such, how can the single sentence 
“express two (unconnected) facts, as that one should not eat before the 
‘s person has purchased the Soma, and also that if one does not eat at his 
« place before he has finished the Agnishomiya-Sanstha, he will be obtaining 
« excellent results p” : 

To this, we reply as follows: The latter may also be taken 
sentences, as laying down distinct limits; the former general prohibition 
of eating ends with the purchase of the Soma; and we do not connect 
the second limit with this general prohibition; because this latter is one 
only (and as such cannot reasonably be connected with two limits). And 
then from the fact of there being a second permission (that one can eat at 
the place when the Sansthä has been finished), we infer thas there must be 
j other prohibition of the eating referring to the time intervening 
gome 2 1 8 E 
between the purchasing of the Soma and the finishing of the Sañsthā (and 

unctiou sets aside the inferred prohibition). Otherwise (if 


that the latter inj 3 infe 
there were no such intermediate prohibition, why should that, which has 


been already permitted (by che sentence that permits the eating after the 
Soma has been purchased), be permitted again (by the sentence permitting 

the eating after the Sanstha has been finished) ? 
For instance, when the sacrifical priest has got his permissi 
what would be the use of according him another 


as two 


on at 


beginning, 

er 

panes for the performance of the Nirvapa? At the time that 
$ s appointed, the sacrificer already accords him the permis- 


the priest i 8 3 i f ; 
o do everything in connection with the sacrifice; and hence the 
in the Mantra employed at the Nirvāpa is not taken 
ther permission by the sacrificer. In the same man- 
of eating accorded by the passage that lays down 
s the limit would be needlessly repeated in the 
permission accorded by that which lays down the finishing of the Sanstha 
as the limit; and in order to avoid this, we must admit, either that the 


desisting from eating between the two mentioned limits is a particular 
2l 


sion t : 
word ‘prasava 
as indicating ano 
ner, the permission 
the purchase of Soma a 
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ingi t results, —or that the latter 
bringing about excellen ults, > 
0 5 ERA which has been prohibited by another (inkerr ed) e 
which operates between the time included between the two limits. st 
wW 15 Sa of that which has been prohibited gives rise to 
as 


notion of an option, such a process is open to the eightfold discrepancies 


passage 
passage 


permission is only of that 
eption (by the inferred intermediate 
this intermediate passage (whose existence 
lay down, for those who may be desirous 
n observance, in the shape of the 


which had been set aside as an exe 
prohibition). That is to say, 
we have inferred) serves to 


not- 


£ the sacrificer) being entirely 
said to contradict each other. 


xt that enjoins the lif 


only as an 
it may be explained ring to conditions of life 


and as such there is no 
Manu speaks of the person 


Veda, in due order”; and 


are laid down, either in 
f different students, 


à or as 

i p onditions of life Gautama has also declared that— 

wit a view to the studying of one Veda, the man should remain a 
student for twelve years”; and this is the fi 


those desirous of soon 


at are either 
apable of entering upon the duties of the 
householder. For such people 


, there is either life-long studentship, or a 
life of Renunciation; and as such, they can very well accept the longer 


course of study, which ig thus laid down for them, to Prepare them, from 
the very beginning, for their religious life. Because it is only right that 
the Upakurvāņaka student (who is incapable of affording any help to 
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others, in the shape of wife or children), should spend the greater part of 
his life in long-continued study; as that would endow him with great 
knowledge; and as such having all his sing destroyed by means of pious 
deeds (of worship, Japa and the like), and thereby becoming duly purified 
by means of pure study, he would reach the desirable goal, even if he 
succeeds in fulfilling only a few of the ordinary duties of life. Dvaipayana 
and others have also declared thus—“ The Brähmana having all his 
duties accomplished by means of pure study, may or may not do any other 
actions; and he is called a ‘Mattra-Brahmana,’ ” 

Then again, we find it declared that the daily performance of such ac- 
tions as the study and explanations of the three Vedas and the various Siras, 
&c.—which go under the name of ‘ Brahmayajna’—bring about certain 
results, in the shape of Heaven and the like; and if these were taken to 
apply to such persons also as are capable of, and entitled to, the performances 
of the various sacrifices, then the Injunctions of these elaborate sacrifices 
(as leading to such results as Heaven and the like) would become abso- 
lutely useless ; and consequently we take them as referring to the life-long 
Student and the Renunciate, who are entitled only to such actions as Japa 
and Meditation; and as the results following from such actions become 
greater by a greater knowledge of the Veda, the Smrtis lay down twelve 
years as the time to be employed in the study of each Veda. 

Or, it may be that if a student turns out to be exceptionally clever, 
and quickly reads up all the four Vedas, not neglecting, within the same 
time, a full comprehension of the meaning of the Veda, he can certainly 
take his stand upon the Injunction—that the life of the religious student 
should last only so long as the Vedas have not been studied—and can 
accordingly enter into the state of the householder directly (i. e., even 
before he has completed the twelve years) ; and in the case of this person, 
the particular Injunction has set aside both the injunctions that lay down, 
respectively, twelve and forty-eight years as the extent of studentship. 
Consequently then, {inasmuch as these are only various alternatives laid 
down in accordance with the exigencies of particular circumstances) none of 
them can be cited as an instance of the contradiction of a Vedic text. 

Thus then, we do not find any Smrti text contradicting the Veda; the 
contradiction that we do meet with is only between two Vedic texts; but 
this also is capable of being explained in some way or the other. (I) Conse- 
quently, the Sutra (the third) must be taken to signify only the advisability 
of a certain course to be adopted at the time of action (where it is ea 
desirable to accept the alternative laid down in the Veda); (II) om if 16 >e 
absolutely necessary to take it as laying down the rejection of the oe 
this © Smrti must be taken to refer to the Smrtis compiled by People 
outside (the pale of Vedic religion). To explain— 
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I. With a view to offer a salutary advice to the people, what a 5 
says in the Sūtra is that, in a case where we find the Vedic tex ny As 
down one action, and the Smrit laying down another,—and thus thei A 5 
ing an apparent contradiction between the two, on that point—it is Genie - 
that, in practice, we should adopt the course laid down in the Veda. 
(Nor can it be argued that even this would be an indirect rejection ot the 
authority of the particular Smrti text; because) even in the case of the 
alternative Injunctions of the Vriht and the Yava, both of which appear in 
the Veda, if some person continues to employ only one of the two (the 
throughout his life, he does not, by that, 
ving rejected the authority of the alterna- 
In the same manner, even when the, Gmrtt 
thority equal to that of the Veda, if ono 
adopts the course laid down in the Veda, there is no harm done to the Smrti. 
atin cases where the Smrti texts have only 
ense of certain Vedic texts, without taking 
ily quoting such texts,—they make their authority de- 
the Vedic texts on which they base them- 
her hand, is self-sufficient in its authority 
ything else; and as such this latter be- 
e, which makes people have greater faith 
he eee bythe oe h e laid down by them, in preference to that 


ra (the third) should also be explained thus : When 
between the ideas exnressed by the Vedic text and the 
ependent of all else—(or if we read “ anapélksh yam,” 
e need of resting upon anything else)—should be 
ccepted 3 8 8 

preveding Ggtw tate, the word ‘ authoritative’ being supplied from the 
ET 5 5 ade is laid down with a view to the course that is 


p under the circumstances, 

Thus, we fi 

ot the 85 Mè i wien d f. xensonably accept the absolute rejection 
upon au independeut Vedic te 
Veda. Nor will the adopti 
render the person open to th 


down by a direct Vedic text; because at the time 


ch is ind 
not th 


down iu the Smrti 
neglected the action laid 
that we actually fin 


pport of the Sm» 
courses of action would become equally authoritative, 


of being both accepted as optional alternatives. 

On this, it may be argued that—* as in the case of the contradiction of 
the Smrti by the Vedic text, we only accept the former to be less trust 
worthy than the latter only (and as such not to be given the preference) ; 


d, in 
ti, both 
and as such capable 


CERTAIN SMRTI TEXTS NOT AUTHORITATIVE. 165 


so, in the same manner, when we find a course of action, laid down in 
another branch of the Veda opposed to that laid down in our own Veda, 
the former would be capable of rejection (in favovr of ihe latter, which 
is more trustworthy for us).” 

It would certainly be so rejected, so long as it is only known by 
hearsay; when, however, wo actually come across it in the Veda, it does 
not in any way differ from the text met with in our own Veda. Thus, 
we conclude that the Stra points out this peculiar relation between the 
Smrti aud Vedic texts, that the former is not altogether set aside by the 
latter, nor is it equal to it in its authority. 

II. Or, the Sitras (third and fourth) may be taken as pointing out the 
fact of the unacceptability of the subsequent Smrit compilations on the 
ground of their being opposed to the Veda, and on account of their origin 
being found in the perceptible causes of Avarice, &c. These Smrtis that 
are not honoured by those who know the Vedas, are: (1) The compila- 
tions of certain texts relating to Dharma and Adharma, by Gakya, and the 
propounders of the systems of Saikhya, Yoga, Pancaratra, Pagupata and 
the like, all of which have in them a certain mixture of the Veda, and 
are hidden under a thin cloak of righteousness, treating of the various 
means of gaining popalarity, wealth, respect and fame, and based upon 
the strength of certain visible results, quite unconnected with the Veda, 
and upon arguments seemingly based upon Sense-perception, Inference, 
Analogy and Apparent Inconsistenty; (2) those that lay down certain in- 
structions, with regard to the gaining of a living, but are slightly mixed 
with a Vedic touch, through the mention of such Vedic teachings as those 
of not-killing, truthfulness, self-control, charity, mercy and the like, and 
as treating of certain Mantras and recipes for the treatment of poisons, sub- 
jugation of the wills of other persons (hypnotism), mysteriously sending 
away of other people, &c., the efficacy whereof are based upon their success 
inen few solitary instances; and (3) the extremely foreign compilations 
that lay down absolutely repugnant practices fit for Mlecchas, such as the 
eating together of many persons, and the like. 

This rejection of the authority of such compilations has not been 
spoken of in any other Adhikarana (and ns such it cannot be said to be a 
useless repetition here); nor is it altogether unnecessary to explain the 
reasons for their rejection ; because the aforesaid com pilations have 2 wide 
circulation; and as such it is absolutely necessary to explicitly deny their 
authority » exactly as it is necessary to denounce the use of such current 
incorrect forms of words, as “ Gavi” (for “ @auh”) and the like. Iene 
altogether disregard such compilations, and do not strongly deny their 
authoritative character, theu people might be led to think that their author- 
itativeness is too strong to be set aside, and thence they would come to 
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egard them as equal in authority (to the Veda and the Smrtis compiled 
r 


in accordance with it); or, it may be that people might be more easily 
attracted to those Smrtis, either on account 


of the apparent beauty of the 
actions laid down by them, or on that of the comparative ease with vi 
these actions are performed, or on being misled by their reasonings, or 
under the influence of the evil tim 


es we are living in; and thence men 
would become misled and deluded 


ou all points relating to the various 
sacrifices and sacrificial slaughters, &e.; which would ultimately be entirely 
renounced; or finding them to be tl 
Kshatriyas, like 


e compilations of Brahmanas and 
Manu and others, even the intelligent and the well-mean- 
ing would be led to infer them to be based upon the authority of the Veda, 
like the works of Manu, Co.; and as such they would come to 80 8 dh 8 
as laying optional alternatives to the courses of ačtion laid down in the 
Vedas and the Ved 


ic Smrtis, Consequently, even in a case where the de- 


Smrtis Would be found to be contradictory to one of 
adopt the course laid 
consider both course 


down in them (as they would 
8 to be equally authorit 
Until all that ; . 


ative alternatives). 
i that is wholly contradictory to the Vedie religion has not 
een duly rejected and set aside, we can h 
will conti 


ave no purity of Dharma (which 


ixed up with false semblances of it). 


‘ded by the acce 


ct of 
OMENS Of Eliaga 
w own g 
countries, 
different courses of 


mrtis, 
And the 
action 
lined to follow 
as such authority could be 
arty, there would be 


no means of 
ually explained why only certain 
accepted as authoritative), 


» lies in 
in the 


act of 
texts. For, how conld An 

assumption of such lost texts? Aud th any action 
ave been accepted by some people for a certain time, —ik found 
based 
thority 
Sutra has ex- 
that which contradicts the 


that may h 


assumed to be 


pressly declared that when there is a contradiction, 
Veda is tu be totally rejected. 
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As for tho fact of these compilations being dependent upon human 
agency, their upholders have also accepted it by their admission of the 
fact of their being compiled by particular personages ; and those that have 
listened to their teachings, infer the same from their theory that all words 
are non-eternal (which sets aside the possibility of any compilations being 
eternal). And as for the support of Vedic authority, inasmuch as they 
consider their own compilations to be equal to the Veda in their authority, 
they either cannot bear to think of seeking for its support, or feel too 
ashamed to seek it; and hence they absolutely disown any such origin, 
exactly like ungrateful children who are eventually inclined towards their 
parents, and hence disown their real parentage. 

There is yet another point (of difference between the Smrtis of Manu 
and those of the Buuddhas) : In the case of Manu, we fiud ouly one text, 
by the way, which is found to be contrary to the Veda; whereas in the 
case of the Smrtis of the Baudidhas, barring a few stray declarations of 
such virtues as self-control, charity and the like, all that they have to say 
18 contrary, not only to the Veda, but to the approved conclusions of all 
the fourteen subsidiary sciences; and these latter are also compiled by 
irreligious men like Buddha, whose practices were all opposed to the 
injunctions laid down in the Veda, and were taught to the deluded men of 
the lowest caste, outside the pale of Vedic religion ; and as such, they can 
never even be thought of as based upon the Veda. 

Then again, we find that the Bauddha teachings were given by one who 
was a born Kshatriya; and as such, he transgressed the duties of his own 
class, in taking upon himself the works of teaching and receiving presents 
(which are the monopoly of the Brahmanas); and hence how can we 
believe that true Dharma or Duty would be taught by one who has 
transgressed his own Dharma ? It has been well said: One who is found 
to be doing deeds opposed to a prosperous hereafter, should be shunned 
from a distance; because how cau one who deccives himself offer any 
salutary advice to others? Such transgression of Dharma by Buddha is 
clearly mentioned in the Alankarabudthi (a Bauddha work), where Bud- 
dha is represented as saying“ May all the pain proceeding from the 
sins due to the Iron Age, rest in me, and leave humanity at large 
absolutely free!" And in connection with this, his followers eulogise his 
virtues in the following strains: “For the sake of the well-being of 
1 He transgressed his own duties of the Kshatriya, and PA 
7 0 15 the duties of the Brahmana, he taught, even to.the P 9 vate 

pale of Vedic religion, such truths relating to Dharma, as W. 


not taught by the Brabmanas who were unable to transgress the probibi- 
d thus prompted 


tion (of such teachings being imparted to outsiders) ; an . ; 
ike i sing his 


by his mercy to others, he even went to the length of transgres 
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a 8 i 1an- 
Dharma!” And we actually find His followers behaving in an 
rma! 8 
own 9735 at variance with the teachings of the Veda. en 
sr. Th us then, inasmuch as we find the authors of these ; ? . 
U , x 4 x dir 
well as their disciples and followers, behaving contrary to the 


: , irtis 
teachings of the Veda, we cannot but deny the authority of the Sn 
themselves. Because, as has been shown 


opposed to the Veda, and hence the 
assume Vedic texts in their support. 


above, they are professedly 
y have no capacity for leading us to 


As for the loss of certain rescensions of the Ved 


a, no such com- 
plete. loss would be 


possible, because the Veda has been proved to 5 
eternal. Nor are the Bauddha Smrtis found to have any other perceptib! 

basis. In the case of the Smrti (Manu) texts relating to the Upanay- 
ana, &c., we find them in keeping with the texts of other branches of the 


Veda; but no such Support is possible for such actions (laid down in 
Bauddha Smrtis) as the bow 


ing to the Caitya, giving of gifts to Cadras 
and the like. And as for assuming any other authoritative basis, we 
have already proved it to be impossible, 

On the other hand, We find that they are largely due to Avarice and 
other such vis in the presence of which, there can he no in- 
ference of any And asa matter of fact, in the course of 
their teachin Buddha and others themselves never: make 
any assertions that are not supported by arguments based upon actnal 
like Gautama and other Vedic Teachers, 
their teachings to be based upon the Veda; on the other 


hand, they put 
y such arguments, as are very far 


removed from true 
Dharma. 


It is these Persons that should noi be respected even by words; and 
they have been denounce 


< e d (in the Manusmrti) as “ Heretics, Sinners and 
Sceptics.“ Ang it is the compilations of these people that Manu and 
others have decl i 


ared to be fit only for being avoided: e Those Smrtis that 
are opposed to the Veg 


a, as also those that have evil tendencies, all these 
are absolutely useless; and have their basis in 
thus it is established ¢ 


hat in matters relating t 
as are outside the pale of the Veda should be t 


lutely devoid of authority. 


dark Ignorance,” And 
o Dharma, such Smrtis 
otally rejected as abso- 


Eud of the third Adhikarana, 


— — 
— — 
— — — 


ADHIKARANA (4), 
[The superior authority of the declaration of the Substance]. 


Sutra (5). If it be urged that, when there is no disturbance 


of the Vedic Injunction, the Smrti text cannot be held to be con- 
tradicted by it,— 


, (This Sutra only serves as a means of introducing the next Siira, 
which embodies the real Pirvapaksha of the Adhikarana.) 

As regards the Seis dealing with the Rotiens relating to the pur- 
poses of man, we have explained above (in accordance with the Bhashya) 
how they are to be accepted as authoritative, or rejected as unauthoritative, 
according as they are found to be supported, or contradicted, by the Veda. 
And under the present Adhikarana, we proceed to consider those Smrti 
texts that deal with the actions in connection with sacrifices—such for in- 
stance as the Smrti texts laying down the changing of the sacred thread, 
the rinsing of the mouth, the use of the right hand alone and the like, to be 
done during the performance of the sacrifices, laid down in the Veda, and 
with regard to these we shall only consider whether they are contradictory 
or not to the Veda; and when this has been settled, the authoritativeness 
or its contrary will be inferred from the preceding Adhikarana. 

[The instances cited here by the Bhashya, are the Smrti texts that lay 
eee, 
that if the sacrificer should sto 1 1 em EA o 
sacrifice, in order to ch 11 n e e ee ee 

iti ange his thread, then there would be a break in the 
continuity of the sacrificial rout ; : ression of 
the Vedic Injunction. A "D which would involve a Paes f 
lena a = 5 nother instance is that of the Smrti text araa 
ch. siht Berd 4 mg in connection with sacrifices should be done by 
sak % = ins -ri and if one were to adhere to this sirio Ey 115 sid 
specified Aan pt he e autor s Vedio Ii 
junction]. ve a transgression 
In the case of these texts, the only standard by which we should 
judge whether they are contrary or not to the Veda, would be the ascertain. 
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ing whether the acceptance of the Smrti Injunction would, or would not, 


in any way interfere with the proper accomplishment of the actions laid down 
in the Veda. That is to say, 


as happening in the middle 
or distinctly prohibited, by 
procedure, then we conclu 


supported by certain Vedic texts, assumed in 
accordance with the Smrti 


rvs, and do not in any way interfere with anything 
y the Vedic texts ï 


rti text and the Vedic text, it is doubtful 
when it is found that the 


y qualifications; because 
ceptance of the comparative strength of one 


8 are dealt with merely as the means of 
at which is accepted when the 


That is to say, 
accepted as of gre 
ound to contradict each other; 


preference is shown; ag will be o ther, then it is to the latter that 


instance, in the case; 


eae’ ; ction laid down in the Veda; as for the 

order 7 nine nf 115 h the actions are to be performed (which alone is found 

to be interfere ik by the &mrtt texts), these are always acknowledged 

to be the qualifications of the main substance of the Action. 
if in this also, we depend upon the com 

and the Veda generally considered as auth 


then, even though the Order, &., of the Ac 


ats en the subject-matter of the 
we accept the comparative strength as betwe 
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two texts, t i : 
N 8 srr 1 the definite actions of rinsing, &e., will always 
R kaha: T, Şc., which are mere qualifications of Actions, 
weaker fa authority tha iha 125 5 the F 
set aside the qualifications of the %% Galea 8 85 ab 
themselves the weaker of the two. ae a nae 
1 The question being thus stated, the answer that suggests itself is that 
ese Smrti texts, that lay down certain actions in connection with the 
Vedic sacrifices, are not contradictory to the Veda; because the perform- 
ance of the actions laid down by them does not interfere with the perform- 
8 of the Vedic sacrifice. Because, in the cases of the six means of as- 
desk Be 15 meaning of Vedic Injunctions— namely, Direct Assertion, In- 
cane 11 Ep Context, Syntactical Connection, Position and Name,— 
1 a 15 ape isa difference in the authority of each of them,—even 
as the princi al 1 N the strongest of these has been accepted 
discarded bus 3 aa 15 indicated by the others are not totally 
ie ae Pa pted as hetping, in their secondary or subordinate char- 
» the Primary Action ; and as such come to be taken along with the pro- 
cedure, &c. of the Action as laid down in certain scattered spay in the 
same manner, (just as in the case of the above six) also when the seventh , 
means of knowledge, in the shape of the Smrti, or a long-established 
usage, happens to lay down certain actions, these may be accepted, as 
helping the Final Result, by being taken along with the Procedure of the 
Primary Vedic Action; even as certain actions laid down by ithe Smrti 
(the Ashlakā for instance) are accepted as the direct means to a final Re- 
sult. That is to say,, as no limit has been fixed to the help that may be 
accorded to the accomplishment of the Final Result, by means of various 
methods and processes,—whatever method or process may be pointed out 
by whatever means of knowledge or authority, as helping in the accom- 
ane 5 Result, it is accepted to be subsidiary to the Primary 
ion. rinsi : 
this e bo ris r 55 month; &c., may, in accordance T 
, Bhtly accepted as subsidi ho Pri Sacrifice ; 
(and as such there 9860 b ubsidiary to tho Primary 
8 no contradiction). 


On this we have the following PoevaPAKsHA : 


Sut: ; nae 
We (6). “This cannot be; because the limit is fixed by the 


‘ a 
ct b ee 18 to bay, as the limit of all set Vedic Action 
“i a : 9 5 itself, any addition of new. Actions will mean 4 

roper bounds; and who can transe with impunity a 
Ts been fixed by the Veda ? sgross 


s is distinctly fixed 
n exceeding of 
limit that has 
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a A 5 8 : 1 

The limit of Actions is fixed by the Scriptures in three way 8 ci 

b laying down a definite order in which the various actions are — 
Serre (2) by distinctly laying down the extreme limits of the Actio 


down the necessity of finishing the Action 


ited period of time). And this Scriptural 
‘limit will certainly be transgressed (by the intrusion of such actions as 


“the rinsing of the mouth and the like). Because the Time, Limit and 
“the Order of the Primary been definitely laid down by 
“means of the two sets of th s of ascertaining the details of 
“ Vedic Actions (viz., Direct ect Implication, Syntactial Con- 


“nection, Context, Positio ming one set, and Direct Decla- 
“ration, Meaning, 


Action, having 
e six-fold mean 
Assertion, Indir 
n and Name for 
Context, Position, Pri 


ncipal Action and its Procedure 
“forming the other) — if any such actions as are laid down either by the 
“ Smrtis, oz by long-established usage, 


ctly laid down in 


* metho rming Sacrifices, 
Principal Sacrifice are to b 


e of the p 


at points out the 
onnection with the 
» in point of time. But 
a Principal Action, we were 


the original 


ay as the 
certained 
Principal 
(as explained in the Fourth 


; ivect : 
11 Action, and the Declaration, 


Proce ure f t 2 2 
“ Adhyāya); and this O BY he Action itself 
“limits of their 


neezing. 
À the Smrti Injunction of 
s acred thread, if, through continued bodily work, it 
“happen to slip off the body, 

“And again, the intervening 


performance of th 
“the Smrti, has no fixed order ] 


te actions laid down in 
aid down by the Veda ; and for the order 


crifice, we do not admit of any authority 
“save the Veda itself, Therefore, in order to get together all the subsidi. 


“ary sotions in connection with the main sacrifice, without neglecting the 
least amongst them, it is absolutely necessary for the priests to ascertain 
“the limits of the various Minor Actions constituting the Main Sacrifice, 


DECLARATION OF SUBSTANCE MOST AUTHORITATIVE. 173 


“ recognised by means of Direct Assertion, Implication, & . Consequently, 
“if he happens to perform, in the middle, an action laid down by the 
“ Smrti,—which was not known before as one to be performed, and which 
“ has cropped up only subsequent] v. —then, there would certainly be a trans- 
" gression of the Order, &c., that has been ascertained before ; and thereby 
“he would be unable to ascertain exactly what he has done and what he has 
“left undone (of the Main Sacrifice) ; and thus, being extremely suspicious 
“of the incomplete character of his sacrifice, he would fail to achieve tho 
“confidence of having duly accomplished it; and thereby the potency of 
“the Final Result having been extremely weakened, the fruit of tho 
“action accruing to him would come to be much lessened in quality, as 
“well as in quantity. But the potency of the Final Result has been duly 
“ pointed out by the Injunction as taken along with the Arthavdda passage; 
“and as such it can never bear a single jot of abatement; consequently it 
necessarily rejects the Smrti texts laying down such intrusions. 

(Or, the Sutra may be interp~eted in a different manner). As the 
“limits and number of the subsidiary sciences of the Veda have been defi- 
“ nitely restricted to the Teachings and Commentaries in connection with 
“it, which are fixed within certain limits, thero is no room for any other 
“science (as the Smrti) being admitted as another subsidiary to it. In 
“ connection with any Vedic sacrifice, all the actions that are laid down are 
“understood as to be performed simultaneously; and as such the priests go 
“through all the actions with a hurry (in order to preserve the simulta- 
“ neity as far as possible) ; but as an absolute simultaneity is an 1 
“ bility, the Vedic text that lays down the procedure permits ouly such 
„delay (and consequent separation of the various actions), as is absolutely 
“ necessary, between the end of one action and the beginning of another. 
“ Hence, 1f ono were to make an unnecessary delay, even when he were able 
“ to avoid it, then such transgression could never be allowed to pass with 
“impunity, by the direct Vedic assertion of the particular Procedure. 
“Thus then, we conclude that as the said Smylis disturb the three-fold 
$ Order of the Vedic Actions, the performance of such actions as the rinsing 
< of the mouth, &., (in the course of sacrifices) cannot but be rejected as 

contradictory to the Veda.“ 
— 


SipDpßAxN TA. 


Sutra (Y). But when we do not find any cause for (the enjoin 


ing of) such actions, we conclude them to be of use 


Sacrifice). 
Or 1 i 8 . anddvirodhusy n 
ew Pa, this Sutra may be taken to extend up to “ ama at? the Bhaci 


oN ce do not perceive any contradiction in (here 


(at the 
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has transferred to the next Sutra; specially as the next Sūtra already con- 
tains the word Vipratipatti, 


Sutras by means of transference, 
rred from one socket to the other. 
uch as we do not find any visible 
mouth and the like, we cannot 


to the order of actions laid down 


rti text to be debarred by its con- 
tradiction of the Veda, from all chance of i 
and then, if we could find out some ot 


which could be pointed ont as possibly bei 
text,—then, in that case, 


lead us to ascertain its absol 


Greed, &c.), the Smrt; tex 
In the case of the 
of the mouth, &. 


they 
texts, which lay down th 


former Limit, §c., which Should h 
being mentioned 700 ®ve been the stronger 
Actions, and as such of lesser importan i 
1. way bs argued th ce than the Actions themselves), 
of the Veda and the Smrti, consid 
that is considered beforehand, e conclusion arrived 
at by this consideration has a deci 


ive up this conclusion even if the Veda text be fou 
fasta and the Smrti, with Actions),” 
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In reply to this we add—There is no inherent contradiction between 
the Veda and the Smrti, taken by themselves; nor is their strength com- 
pared with regard to themselves solely as two means of knowledge; all. 
these considerations, as well as all the-contradiction that there may be, is 
only with regard to the matter that they may severally deal with. That 
is to say, it is only when we find the matter dealt with by them, to be contra- 
dictory to each other, that we conclude that there is a contradiction between 
the two means of knowledge themselves, Therefore, as a matter of fact, the 
comparative authoritativeness of their subject-matter is ascertained at 
the very moment that they are found to be contradictory to each other. 
And (when considering this comparative authoritativeness of their subject- 
matter), when we have once definitely ascertained the fact of the qualifica- 
tions of Actions being of lesser importance than the Actions themselves,— 
even if these qualifications happen to be supported by Vedic texts (as in the 
case in question),—they do not regain their authority (in preference to that 
of the Actions) ; and conversely, when we have once ascertained the fact 
of the Actions being of greater importance than the qualifications, even if 
these actions happen to be based upon the wenker authority of the Smrti, 
they do not lose their autbority (in preference to that of the qualifications). 
Because it is only that which is absolutely and always without any autho- 
rity, that can be totally set aside; in all other cases, authoritativeness and 
unauthoritativeness are always correlative. 

Thus then, when the authority of a certain Smrti text has been ascer- 
tained on the ground of the superior authority of its subject-matter, this 
authority cannot be set aside by any considerations of the comparative 
authoritativoness of the Smrii and the Veda, considered by themselves, 
as two means of knowledge, independently of their subject-matter. But, 
on the other hand, though the subject-matter of the Vedic text be found 
to be of lesser authority, yet that does not totally set aside the authority 
of the Vedic text itself; because the Smrti losing all its strength in 
imparting a greater importance to its subject-matter, it can never be able 
to reject the text as well; specially ag in opposition to the Vedio text, 
it is enough concession to the Smrti that it is not itself completely reject- 
ed; and as for the setting aside of any Vedic text, the greatest of Smrtts 
can never do that, 

As a matter of fact, however, two Actions can be said to contradict 
aoe other only when they ave based upon equal authorities, and are hid 

own as to be performed at one and the same time; in the case in question, 
owever, we find none of these two conditions of contradiction ; and heno? 
We conclude that there is no real contradiction. Because the gone 
of Time, Limit and Order always come at the end of all the Actions ( 1 
rimary as well as the Secondary); while the Actions, even though bas 
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upon a lesser authority, have their turn long before them. Because it a one 
when the Actions have been performed that we stop to consider the O? a : 
which they are performed ; and the Order that has been directly “eee e 
with regard to the Actions that have already appeared, —by what could this 
ascertained Order be set aside ? Specially as being the qualification of the 
Actions, and as such appearing after these, the Order is held to be of 
secondary importance in the performance of the Actions. 
As for the Limit, that has been definitely laid down with regard to 
the Vedic Actions, it ig never found to be laid down directly by any 
Vedic text; it is only indirectly implied by the necessity of not for- 


of the Vedic Action). That is to say, 


ge; hence we could accept the unflinching autho- 
fa certain 


during the Performance of the sacrifice. But eyen 
und to be the case, it often happens that at certain 
have come to the end of the Limit directly laid down 
> We admit the more extensive limits of Actions 
out (as subsidiaries to the main Action) by the Various 
Implication, Context &c.; and when we admit 
se latter, there is no reason why those pointed 
established usage should not be equally accep- 
laid down in the Sinrtis being 
character of the Vedic sacrifices, these Smrtis 


f the Actions laid down in the Smrti texts 
fag well. Because the Time that js laid down is that with regard to the per- 
formance of the mam Action, together with all its subsidiaries.— whether 
these be laid down in the Veda or in the Smrti; and because it is with 

1 to such Principal Actions as have many subsidiaries, that it has 
ser down, that it is not Proper to separate them from (any of) their 
been ale r 


idiaries. , j l 
subsidiar! asons, We conclude that inasmuch as the time that is 
For these r asons, 
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specified is with reference to tlie finishing of all the Actions—from what- 
ea Po their injunction, may haye emanated in connection with the 
say 85 3 Vit cannot be said to be contradicted by the performance of 
PA 1e subsid ary Aqtions therein included ; and it is this un- perception 
al y contradicion of these—Order, Time and Limit—that is meant by the 
ause téshvadarganadvirodhasya »; or this clause may be explained as 
5 ta the non-perception of any contradiction in the performance of 
ese,—Rinsing of the mouth Ke. ; 
the 9 70 again, such urificatory actions as the Rinsing of the mouth, as also 
they 5 ing of the sacred thread, ave not independent Actions by themselves ; 
Pedant ay ae subsidiary actions meant to help in the proper accomplish- 
* 1 the main Action ; and as such, their performance cannot be taken 
he ee in the Principal Action. That which can interfere in 
equal nrso of one Action must always be an independent Action which is 
to it. in authority to the former Action, and is not in any way subsidiary 
to it; and there can be no interference by an Action that is of a subsidiary 
character, nnd always serves to bring about the proper accomplishment 
of the main Actions. For instance, after having prepared the bundle of 
the Kuga grass, the Action that is laid down in the Vedas as to be performed 
next is the preparation of the Sacrifical Altar ; but if, after the former action 
has been finished, the priest happens to sneeze, and he performs the con- 
sequent rinsing. of the mouth, he is said to be engaged in the preparing of the 
Altar; and the reason is that if he prepared the Altar, without rinsing the 
mouth after sneezing, there would be a certain impurity in it, and its pre- 
paration would not be properly accomplished ; and as the rinsing of the 
mouth would only serve to remove this impurity and to make the Altar per- 
fect, it could not be said to have interfered with the preparing of the Altar 
(and thus the Order of the Vedic Actions). It is with a view to this that the 
Bhashya has said—such Actions as the rinsing, ꝙ e., do not become the interfer- 
ing agents in the performance of the Vedic Action. Vor, if this askortioù 
TAR made without the acceptance of the fact of these Actions being 
sacle’ to the Main Action, it would evince a sad lack of philosophic 
to 1 pain a8 the Rinsing of the Month &c. being found 
Contradictory to the text VV no e igi 
5 exts that lay down the Order, Limit and Time of the 
with all its 065 U these coming to be considered only after the Action 
sidiaries has been duly accomplished. 
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{The above is an exposition of the Adhikarana, in accordance with che 
pretation of the Bhashya. And as thig is not in keeping w Badla 
Author's own view of the last two Adhikaranas, he proceeds to ta 

three foregoing Sutras in a different sense.] 


It is not quite correct to cite the wearing of the sacred thread as 5 
action contrary to the Vedic Sacrifice, Because it ig directly mentione 


by the Veda, in connection with the Darga-Purnamasa Sacrifice, that the 
i ness, which lays down its wearing 
ifice. The wearing of the thread 
laid down as a general rule, in the Katha Rescension (of the 

Yajurveda), wh 11 
rifioe, but as 


d on, he is per- 
: t; therefore one must always wear the sacred 
f reading, Sacrificing, or helping at the sacrifices of others; as 
at the Prasrta character of the sacrifice is duly accom. 


it is thng 
plished,” 


as 
passage occurs i 


n 
the Brahmana) 


the tasting of the Soma,” 


Prohibiting the rinsing of the mouth after one 
has drunk the Soma, distine of tlie rinsing at all 
other times (whenever any 


impurity attaches to the mouth), 
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As for the Smrti Injunction that ‘one should perform all actions by 
the right hand alone, it is an accepted general rule that it is the right 
hand alone that is to be always used at the sacrifices, except in the few 
cases where it is distinctly laid down that the left hand is to be used, and 
in which the right hand is not used at all; and there is no doubt as to the 
use of the right hand in all other cases. And we meet with the passage— 
“ As the right hand, so is also the sacrifice to the gods ”__which occurs in con- 
nection with the Injunction that the sacrificial altar is to be made sloping 
either to the East or to the North; and the said simile could be possible 
only if the using of the right hand were as necessary for the correct per- 
formance of the sacrifices, as the fact of the sacrifices themselves being 
offered to the gods. 

And thus we find that none of the three Smrti texts, cited by the text, 
should have been brought forward as contradicting Vedic Injunctions. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the presentis not to be taken as @ 
distinct Adhikarana, and that the three Süżras may be interpreted as bring- 
ing forward and refuting certain objections against the preceding Adhi- 

ranas. 


The Fifth Sutra may be interpreted as follows:“ That which docs 


“not contradict any Vedic Injunction, and which is not unpleasing to good 
“men, such a declaration of the Buddha, &c.—as for instance, the injunc- 
“ tions of the founding of resting places and public gardens, of dispassion, 
“meditation, practice, non-slaughter, truthfulness, charity, aud the like— 
“can be accepted as authoritative, without any fear of contradicting the 
t Veda.” 

If this be urged by the opponent, then—we deny this; because of the 
number of authoritative Scriptures being limited. (Sutra 6). 

That is to say, the number of authoritative Scriptures has been limited 
to the ‘fourteen or eighteen’ sciences, which alone are acknowledged by all 
good men to have any authority with regard to Dharma; and these fourteen 
= 1 the Vedas with its Angas and Upangas, the eighteen 
Dharmasamhitas and Puranas, the Ciksha, and the Dandaniti. And we 
do not find the works of Buddha and others included among these. 
And even if we find in them certain facts in keeping with the said Scrip- 
5 yet, as this might be only a pretence for doing something else (delad- 

g people into Atheistic paths), we cannot accept it as having any bind- 


ing authority with regard to Dharma. Justas if a Pandit, when presenting, ' 


the method of performing a certain expiatory rite as ! aid down by Mauu, 
8 to quote corroborative verses either composed by himself or by . 
then (even thongh the subject-matter would be all right, in keeping wit 
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the laws of Manu, yet, no person with any true regard for Dharma, would 
e 2 red 
go to him for the prescription. 


And it is a fact ascertained once for all, that in matters relating to 
Dharma, we accept as authoritative, the 


assertions only of those persons 
whose names, which as words are eternal 
of the propounders of Dharma,— 
the Dharma, i 
find the passage in the Veda that, 
Rshi are the Sāmidhēni ie 
„Whatever Manu said was the y 


1 sacrifice there is a 
name in the Veda), i 
declared by Manu 
Smrti. And we ky 


a matter of f t 
Manus, in all fl, 2 


e cycles, th 
ere being a 


„that there have 
at have gone by, 


au in each cycle. And ag 
(and as such ag 


memorial), the Ved: 
ties of these priests, To this 
ceeding season, we find the marks of the 


ing; 80 in the same manner, the entities th 
found to appear in another cy 


on-eternal, 
effect, it has bee 


them mentioned, as sciences, in the Veda, which : ors, yet we fing 
ning. As we read in 
Sanatkumara). “ Sir, I shall Study the Ryveda, the Yajurveda, the Sama. e 
veda, aud the fourth ltharvaveda, and also the fifth, Ttihäsas and Puranas.” 
tt in matters relating to Dharma, 
t as authoritative, the declarations of onl y such persons as are men- 
accep iu the Vedic mantras and Arihavādas, as being the authors of the 
tioned 15 od scivuces, such authors being mentioned by names which 
5 5 i nong all the endless chauges of cycles and 
main Exi 


saying to 


We 


re. 
Manvantarg. 
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(And in this we have the indirect support of the Veda also ; as for instance) 


we find in the Veda, that after having laid down the expiatory rites to be 
performed, on the failure of such sacrificial accessories as are laid down in 
the Rgveda, it is added: ‘If there be a failure of something that is un- 
known,’—and then another rite is laid down; and this latter ‘failure’ must 
be taken as that of something that has been laid down, as necessary, in the 
works of these Vedic authors; because all that is laid down in the Veda, is 
known directly from the Veda itself, and as such, could not have been 
spoken of as unknown;” and if we did not accept the authoritativeness 
of such Smrti works as are said tobe based upon the Veda, but whose ori- 
ginal Vedic texts have not been found,—then nothing that is of unknown 
authority could be possibly done at any sacrifice (as it is only that which 
18 known as duly authorised that is performed at sacrifices); and then 
there could have been no use of laying down an expiatory rite for the failure 
of the “ unknown.” 

From these considerations, we conclude that Dharma brings about its 
due results, ouly when it is understood with the help of those scriptures 
that are recognised to be not incapable of having their basis in the Veda. 
On the other hand, just as we do not,admit that knowledge of Dharma 

be true, which is obtained from an improper study of the Veda, 
Or as learnt merely from the written book (without the help of a ae, 
teacher), or as learnt by the Gudra,—so in the same manner, in the eee 
such Authors as are known to have a condact against the teachings of t e 
Veda, even when some of their declarations are found to be in keeping 
with the teachings of the Veda, we do not accept them as the valid means 
of knowing Dharma. And we also find it distinctly mentioned in the 
Purānas that during the Iron Age Häkya and others would disorganise 
the whole fabric of Dharma. Under the circumstances how can we listen 
to anything that they may have to say? And just as the powdered 
alum sprinkled on melting gold, disappears iu the gold, so even the few 
edic truths that we find in their works are so mixed up with the rest, 
at they lose themselvés in these, and so become equally unacceptable to 
us. That is to say, the few Vedic truths that are in them are found in 
© very midst of such misrepresentations of Dharma, as ave based by 
Cm upon such arguments as— the Analogy based upon Similarity of 
Actions’ (i. e., as the sacrifice causes pain to the animal, it must result in 
1 to the sacrificer), Inference from generals,’ (f. e., the Vedic slaughter 
zun Sinful as ordinary slaughter), and ‘Apparent Inconsistency,’ (ie, 98 


Pain is the only result of sin, the experiencing of much pain destroys & 


large amount of sin) ; and as such they are as milk putin the skin of the 


den, d hence they aro useless and incapable of commanding our confi- 
ia onsequontly, s0 long as even such truths are found only in the 
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Sciences, they 111 05 these Sciences themselves, then, as we get at a full 

1 er the truths by means of these very Sciences, the works of 
Cakya and others remain useless for us. a 

Therefore, we conclude that all that is apart from the Vedic ciences 

enumerated above, we do not accept as having any authority in matters 

relating to Dharma; and as such, they are to be totally rejected. 


Then, we have the Seventh Sūtra, which means that, those actions with 
regard to which we cannot find any perceptible cause, and are yet found to be 
performed, must be recognised as Dharma. And this Sätra is to be taken as 
forming an Adhikarana by itself, treating of the authorit 
the practice of good men, of which we are going to cite a few instances, 
which will be shown to be the means of the accomplishment of the three 
ends of man (i.e., all except Final Deliverance). $ 

Among good men also, 
just like the Doctors leadin 


ative character of 


we find some behaving contrary to the Law, 


> g unhealthy lives; and as such their practice 
fails to command our full confidence; and yet the fact of the act being 


done by a wise man would point to the fact of its beingin accordance with 
a certain Vedic text; and thus, there being a doubt with regard to the 
authoritative character of such practice, the Pirvapakshi would bring 
forward, against it, all the arguinents urged by him under the first Sutra 


of this Pada, or, in some cases, those under the third Sūtra. 


The Pirvapaksha. 


“Even in the practice of good men, we often find a trans 
“ Dharma, and also certain extremely bol 


“ japati, Indra, Vacishtha, Vigvamitra, Yudhishthira, Krshna 


“na, Bhishma, Dhrtarashtra, Vasudéva, Arjuna and others, 
“ many good men of our own days. 


“For instance, (1) we find Prajāpati fallin 

“with his own daughter, Usha; (2) Indra, as al 

“is said to have committed adultery; (3) Vagichtha, when stricken down 

“ with grief on the death of his hundred sons, is said to have contemplated 

‘a terrible excess, in the shape of suicide; (4) Vigvamitra helped a Chis. 

“dala (Trshanku) to perform a sacrifice; (5) Purüravas thought of com. 

„mitting suicide, when Urvagi left him; (6) 1 Aa Payan, who 

“was under the vow of lifelong celibacy, 5 1 l en rom the 

“wives of his younger brother, Vicitravirya; ( ) TENERA EB MEG con- 

; te- regulations; and did an irregularity in performing sacri. 

“ trary to all caste-regulations; dey 18) DEUET Honch bina 
“ fices, even though he was unmarried; ( ) 


gression of 
ses of Pra- 
Dvaipaya- 
as also of 


d excessess as in the ca 


g in an incestuous love 


80 Nahusha in hig Place 
, 
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4. 2 $ 
« 0 prays not 9 60 to the performance of any sacrifice), performed 
5 (to 1 beet too with the wealth amassed by his brother 
wife that bed bean wen no rightful claim); (9) Yudhishthira married n 
“ base lie with tl ite by his younger brother (Arjajia), and told a 
a ie sole motive of causing the death of his own Bräh- 
-mana-Preceptor ; (10) Vasudeva and Arjuna are said to have been dr 
t to excess. o been drunk 
s Among the people of modern days we find the Brahmana women of 
555 countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura to be addioted to drinking; the 
‘ ee of the North carry on the business of giving, and accepting in gift, 
a 155 ing and selling, lions, horses, mules, asses, camels and the animals with 
8 ite rows of teeth; and they are also used to eating in the same dish with 
z eir wives, children and friends; the people of the South marry the daugh- 
8 of their maternal uncles, and partake of food while sitting upon 
j chairs; while among the people of the North, as well as of the South, ‘here 
if are many such instances of gross transgression, as the partaking of the 
„food left by one’s friends or relations, taking of beetles touched by people 
a of all castes, the non-washing of the mouth after meals, the wearing of 
1 Clothes brought directly from the back of the washerman’s ass, the keeping 
in society of people committing the greatest crimes, with the sole exception 
“of killing a Brähmana; and we also find endless minute transgressions of 
the Dharma appertaining to each man’s family or caste. 

“Then again, the practices of the good people of different countries 
“are mutually contradictory;and many of these practices have their origin 
“in such visible causes as those of greed and the like. And certainly 
“ people can have no confidence in such diverse practices, as having any 
authority relating to Dharma. $ 

And farther, you think those people as good whose conduct is good; 
j and yon hold that condact to be good which consists in the acts of these 
i People; and thus there being an interdependence, none of the two 

can be definitely ascertained. 

„ It may be urged that ‘Manu and others have also spoken of the 
«Practices of good men as an authority for Dharma ;’ but then, they have 
al 30 mentioned the agent's own inner satisfaction as having an putho- 
sie ; and certainly there can be no fixity to this (satisfaction); be- 
& ibe a matter of fact, we find that different people have differ- 
“ habits nee for gan satisfaction, on account of the diversities in their 
“of goo 5 dispositions, —some people being satisfied by the 3 
„ Aetio eeds, some by that of bad ones, while others, by that of such 
„ iaßed ns as are neither good nor bad. As an instance of people feeling sat- 
im the doing of evil, we have Cakya, the Buddha, who was quite 


(13 
pleased with himself at finding faults and arguments against the Veda and 


t 
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tisfied by 
And again, we find that the Brahmanas ale ; while 
“the Brahmanas. of sacrifices at which animals are slaug reat oar 
“the performance ns give pain to the Bauddhas, who have sei à ab enting 
“ the very same actio tain Brahimanas are quite satisfiec j 
Similarly too, certa ö happy when they 
“to them. udra; the people of the South are happy È 
“the food given by the ¢ x Luncle; while other 
22 hance of marrying the daughter of their materna a 1 
STERO 5 hacts considering them tobe most sinfu fi k 
u leare averse tosuc , : ; highly fickle 
peop on f tl t’s satisfaction being a highly 
„And just as the fact of the agent’s s . ’s declaration of 
as different interpretation to Manu’s declara 
“ standard leads us to put a differe R in the same manner 
; i i > Dharma,—so, in 4 
“ such satisfaction being an authority for Dh ; f the practice of good 
“ weregard the declaration of the authoritativeness o P 1 in if 
werega z h diff t manner. And again, the 
“ men as to be interpreted in some such di eren z Jown the author; 
“authors of the Smrtis (Manu and others), in laying cov “ay ROPT- 
“tative character of the Practice of good men, without having found a 
“ basis for these in the Yeda, do not show themselves to a very great adyan- 


“tage; hence the declarations of such authoritative character must be 
“held to have some other meaning. 


“Then again, all good men, to become good, 


should frame their con- 
“duct accordin 


g to the injunctions of the Smrtis ; otherwise, by acting 
“by themselves, independently of these, they would become decidedly bad, 
and not good. Because, for the Practices of good people we find no basis 
“in the Veda; but if there were any such authority in the Veda, such Prac. 
“tices would have been laid down in the Smrtis (and not left to rest Upon 
“the sole authority of the conduct of good men.) And thus, there being 


“no basis for the practices of good men, these are to be rejected (as having 
“no authority in matters relating to Dharma).” 


The Siddhanta. 
To the above we make the following reply: But as we do not find any 
causes, these, as actually in Practice, should be accepted (Sūtra 7). 
That is to say, w 


hen we find that certain actions are performed 
by good men, and we cannot attribute them to any such perceptible 


motives as Greed and the like, they should be accepted as Dharma. Such 
actions as are performed either for the Maintenance of the bedy, or for 
one’s mere pleasure, or for some material gain, —are not considered, by 
d people, as ‘Dharma,’ It is only those actions, that are held by the 
good p dare performed as such, that are accepted 
good people to be Dharma, and are p th 
as Dharma ; because the persons that perform these are the same as those 
as z . PE 1 de . 
the Veda T 
form the sacrifices enjoined in b ions: Charities, J, 
aa the latter class belong the following ge feral 
: ions to the Fathers, s as 
he offering of the oblations ‘ ivities in connect: 
5 — © ti Cakradhvaja and other such like festivities i ction 
those of the y 
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with various temples, the keepi . ‘ 1 
strict observances during the 9 5 5 l certain 
the giving away, on th age, Illuminations, 

giving y, e first day of the month, of sweetcake d 

other uncooked foods, the various festivities held on the 7th and b an 
days of Mägha and the first day of Phalguna, as also th cpa a 

«ge ’ ose held in honour 
of the advent of spring-time; and the authority for all this : 
where else except in the Scriptures. And the Authors of A lie any- 
declaring the authoritative character of ‘the practices of good men 0 
usages of particular countries and castes, iu keeping with Scripural each: 
ings, —admit of the general authoritative character of such of these as es 
uot contrary to the teachings of the Veda. (And the aforesaid festivities 
have the support of the Smrtis and the Vedas) ; inasmuch as in tha 
chapter on ‘Holidays,’ is found (in the Smtis) the following—“ Festivi- 
ties should be held after breakfast; and this serves as the authority for 
all festivities in any town or country. In the Veda too, we have the pas- 
sage in connection with the Mahavrata—“ The Hoty priest gets upon the 
swing and sings;” and in continuation of this, we read— when people 
are holding a feast, they get upon the swing; and this mention of the 
“feast” serves as an authority for the aforesaid festivities, 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as Dharma and Adharma are 
treated of, with any degree of authority, only by the fourteen Sciences enu- . 
merated above, the Practice of good men not being included in these, it 
cannot be.admitted to have any authority, But this objection has already 
been set aside by the fact of the possibility of the inference of Vedic texts 
in support of the said practices. l 

Nor can it be held that the asssertion of the Smrti that— the prac- 
tices of good men have an authority in connection with Dharma —is 
without any foundation in the Veda; becanse when we find pretty lengthy 
declarations of the Smrtis to be supported by the Veda, by the very 
alighest references to them, it is no wonder that we cannot lay our hands 
upon the Vedic texts (though they really exist) corroborative of such brief 
assertions as the one declaring the authoritative character of the said Prac- 
tices, And it is quite possible for us to infer Vedic texts exactly like those 
in the Gmytis, And the inference may be in this form: The Soriptural 
text, that declares the otherwise unknown results of actions performed by 
Se has also its use (in the pointing out of the authoritative charac- 

tiat ee actions), —exnotly as the milking of the cow, Goo. We do not 115 
ita det > to be authorised by the scriptures, which is described ara 
mai 15 ed form; specially as all authorities take up only one 12 ae 
re a p ases of the objeot they treat of; hence though the beagle 0 
8 85 5 are cognised by Sense-perception, exactly like the prepar- 
oe the milking of the cow and the like, yet the fact of their 
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bringing about particular results (in the shape of Heaven, &c.) cannot be 
save the scriptures. For the matter of that, 
got at by any other means sa pn 4 í 
even in the case of sacrifices, a perception of their external for ms does not 
stand in need of any Scripural authority. It is only the fact of their lead- 
ing to certain definite results that, being not perceptible by the senses, 
stands in need of such authority. i 
Nor can there be any inter-dependence (as urged in the Pūrvapaksha) ; 
because it is not always necessary that the good men, in all that 
they do, should always recall the scriptural authority for their actions ; 
the fact is that from times immemorial we have always found the prac- 
tices of good men to be in keeping with the scriptures ; and hence 
people coming to recognise the authoritative character of such practices 
‘(and not always taking the trouble, to seek the farther authority of the 
scriptures), take up these practices as the basis; and from that t 


hey 
deduce certain actions as leading to Heaven, &c.; and as such they lose 
sight of the fact of such actions being only occasional, and gradually 


come to recognise them as necessary. The “good men” whose practices 
are meant here are only those that inhabit the countr 


y called Aryavarta ” 
(the tract bounded by the Ocean on the East and the West, the Himalaya 
on the North, and the Vindhya on the South); and this limit, we ma 
infer to be based upon Vedic passages, that speak of the e 
of the Sirasvati’ and the ‘ drippings from the Plaksha tree’ (the forms. 
expression really referring to the place where the ‘ Sarasvata Satra’ Was 
commenced, and the latter where it was completed; but capable of bein 
taken as implying the tract round Kurukséhtra, in the planes of which th 
Sarasvati river is said to have disappeared ). 2 
The following objection may be brought forward: “The goodness of 
“a man depending upon the fact of his acting in accordance with the 
“teachings of the scriptures, the mention of his practices 
“ tures, as good, would involve a mutual inter-dependence.“ 
But these people are called ‘good,’ not because of their good con 
duct, but, simply because they are always found to be acting in accord. 
ance with scriptural injunctions. People come to be recognised as good? 
by always acting in accordance with the direct teachings of the Veda. 
and when they have thus acquired the title of good, even if they hap. 
pen to do something else, in accordance with a fixed tradition, (even 
though the direct Vedic texts on the point may not be available), auch 
actions are believed to be the means of Anm to Heaven, and to have 
the character of Dharma. And as for the aon e ee d 
urged above, even in the case of the 3 we T 1 heeds is 
learned in the Trda, learned in the sciences, eloquent, fully knowing the 


Veda, should read, &e., &e.,” where we find the “knowers of the Veda” 


, in the Scrip. 
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mentioned in the Veda; A 4 

155 ie © eda ; but inasmuch as there is an eternal relationship 
etween the Veda and the words it : : 
Sh. ana h ; it uses and the subject-matter it deals 

with,—and as such the precedence of - 

pia a o ali one or the other is as impossible to 

i e case of the mutual relati : 

W e fd tos i relationship between Day and 
ight,—such mutual inter-dependence is not held to be fault And 

for the Smrti texts, laying down the actions alread e ice 
adita gued Mu il à y. supported by the 

practice of g they cannot be said to be useless on the ground 

of all necessary authority for such actions being found in the said prac- 

tices as supported by direct or assumed Vedic texts) ; because it may be 

held that having come across the particular practice, or even the Vedic 

text in support of it, the Swrti may have expressed its own acquiescence 
in it. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as we find such practices 
based upon perceptible motives of greed, &c., they cannot have any basis 
in the Veda. But such perceptible motives being also found in the case 
of the Actions laid down directly in the Veda,—this fact alone cannot 
Justify us in rejectivg the fact of the practices having a basis in the Veda. 
That is to say, we find the injunctions of many actions in which there 
e touch of a perceptible motive ; and hence the presence of 


is always som 
the practices of good men cannot debar them from having 


Such motives in 


a basis in the Veda. on 
However, there are certain actions, which are also common among 


Mlecchas, for the performance of which there is no fixed rule a ty 
such things as are the means of physical pleasures; as for 1 , 
i foods and drinks, soft beds, comfortable houses, 
5 a’ ere in d the like; but 
pleasure-gardens, painting, singing, dancing, perfumes, = a oon 
nobody ever thinks of these as Dharma ; and hence 1 n s 
cannot rightly lead us to reject the authority of all prac a 0 s $a 
(that have any visible causes) ; nor can the fact of some “ 1 = 
accepted as Dharma establish the Dharmic character i 5 . a 
Even among people who are similar to the Mlecchas, A — — sür 
lence of such actions as the worshiping of the gods F rahn 4 1 = 
certainly we accept these to be Dharma, because they also quarto — 
Practice of good men. Among ordinary people, certain a a 
distinctly specified as good, while there are other 1 Ma ic = 5 
mon to all living beings (such as those of eating and the like, = nic F p 
to keep the body), and which, as such, are performed by the good men 
also. But among all practices, those alone that are current among 
the good people only are called Dharma, and not all the Actions 
that are common to all living beings (and as such among the good 
also), 
From this it also follows that in the case of men, whose minds have 
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j : only such Actions as are laid 
been fully impressed Ngee . en is an authority 
. 5 e 1 it is not possible for such people, as 
u purified by a fill of knowledge of the Veda and its 
meaning, and whose intention always functions in accordance with 
the path of duty laid down in the Veda, —to have aay ideas contrary to 
the Veda; and with a view to this, it has been said— whatever the 
man learned in the Veda utters, it becomes Vedic”—i.e., having its source 
n the impressions left by the Veda, it becomes as authoritative as the 
Veda itself. Just asin the case of salt mines, and in that of Meru the 
land of bright gold, whatever is produced in them, becomes salt and gold 
(respectively),—so also in the case of the inner satisfaction of one who 
knows the Veda (which imparts Vedic authority to all that it touches), 
This idea has also been expressed by many learned people, and has been 
also poetically put thus: Whenever any doubtful point presents itself 

to good men, they are helped by their own minds, 


which always help them 
to come to the correct conclusion.” (Qakuntula, Act D). Andasa matter 
of fact, for those who 


l se minds are pervaded by the ideas imbibed from a 
long continued study of the Veda, it is not possible to have an inner satis- 
faction, in anything else save the doing of that which is Dharma ; and 
hence that Action, which when performed gives them inward satisfaction, 
18 accepted as Dharma. 

N Or, we may accept the fact of the inner satisfaction of good men 
being a means of knowing Dharma, on mere verbal testimony (of Manu 
and others); and just as, even though many persons may perform an 
Single pious act, yet a contemplation of these persons brings about excel. 
lent results to ordinary people (as it is laid down that whenever an evil 
thought enters one’s mind ,he should think of a pious person),—in the 
samo manner, even though many actions may be connected with the inner 
satisfaction of the good man, yet they are accepted as bein á 
to excellent results, And we 


„ c.“). Just as (1) in the Sika 
of one who has been favoured by some deities with a boon to the effect 
that anything he would utter would countera 868885 
when he utters some such thing, and it is found to effect a cure, People 

cherish that utterance of his, to serve them in curing similar cases of 
poisoning (in this case the mere fact of the words being uttered 
by the favoured person, imparts to them the potency),—(2) in the 
science of snakes, it is laid down that whatever herb the mongoose hap. 
pens to hold by its teeth, it becomes a potent cure for all poisons—(in this 
case the mere touch of the animal's teeth imparts the potency to the 
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herb),—(8) whatever place a pious man happens to inhabit, that place 
as Arcee contact) attains a sanctity that purifies all other people 
factio i 555 in the same manner, the practices and the inner satis- 
a 15 such people as have their minds saturated with Dharma, them- 
es become the means of Dharma; and as such they are to be accepted, 

y people seeking after a knowledge of Dharma, as laid down in the 
Veda itself. 

The Parvapaksha has brought forward certain specific instances ot 
the admittedly evil doings of eminently recognised good men: for instance, 
that Prajapati made advances to his own daughter, that Indra had an inter- 
course with Ahaly&; and so forth; and from these instances of gross 
transgressions of the Law by recognised good men, it has come to the 
Conclusion that the mere practice of good men cannot be accepted as an 
authority for Dharma. 

In the first place, the passages (in the Purapas and Vedas) that are in- 
terpreted on these lines, muy be only a fortuitous coincidence of words and 
expressions (the texts never having actually meant what they seem to mean 
now); or, secondly, the prohibition of such actiovs may be held to pertain t- 
men only, and not to superhuman beings; or, thirdly, the actions may b. 
justified on the ground of the persons concerned being very. powerful an: 
super-human beings, and as such not subject to the same limitations (v! 
Conduct) as the weaklier human beings; or, fourthly, we can explain the 
Said texts in such a way as to deprive them of all repulsive significations. 

E.g. (I) The word Prajdpati means one who protects all . 
as such it can be taken as a name of the Sun; and ib is an e 
fact that towards morning the sun reaches the early Dawn, ( Usha’) 1 

as the early Dawn is brought about by the approach of the Sun, it is calle 
his „daughter; and it is the fact of the Sun letting his rays fall in (« 
on) the Dawn that has been figuratively spoken of as the intercourse of 


man with a woman. . “+c: 
(2) The word Indra —proceeding from the root Idi’ which sig" 


fies great glory—woule signify one possessed of a resplendent glory; an 
as such it is taken as another name or the Sun; and he is the dra . 
troyer (jarati-nagayati)—0f ‘ Ahalya’'—(ahani liyate) shat which disap 
during the day, i8» Might: 5 Fi only when the Sun rises that the dar 
ness of night is destroyed; and it is in this sense that we should take i 
. Bentence—t Indro’ kalyāyā jarah,”—which cannot be taken in its ordiun 
Senge, of an illicit connection with a woman. . 

(8) As for Nahusha, it is true that when he reached the position 
Indra, he made advances towards Caci, Indra's wife; but through t 
unlawful act, ho fell from bis place and was bornas a big anake 7 and! 
clearly shows that it was a sinful act that he had done; and as for Hoi 


190 TANTRA-VARTIKA—ADHYAYA I—PADA I1I—ADHI 4(a). 


she proved very constant in her devotion to her own husband, a | 
and effulgence become enhanced to a tremendous extent, which shows 
such faithfulness is an act of Dharma. : ; dak 
(4) In the case of Vaçishtha, it is clear that his action was due to 
excessive grief, and hence nobody accepts it as Dharma. It is only that 
Action which the good men know to be Dharma, and perform it as such; 
hat is to be accepted as Dharma; while those Actions that, even when 
performed by good men, are clearly found to be due to an undue influence 
| of desire, anger, greed, delusion, grief and the like,—are to be classified 
| as ‘Dharma’ or Adharma, according as they happen to be enjoined or 
Prohibited in the scriptures (without any consideration for the fact of their 
| being performed by good men). 
| (5) Hence, in the cage of Vigvamitra also, as he had reached a very 
high degree of penance, even though he did, in certain cases transgress 
the law under the influence of passion or anger, —yet we can allow such 
unnoticed, in accordance with the maxim that ‘for 


as irretrievably harmful, as the eating of the (Poisonous) leaves of the 
Muhavata for the elephant. 


(6) As for Dvaipayana, he, under his mother’s orders, got children 
from the wife of hig brother (related to him through his mother), in 
accordance with the scriptural injunction: “A woman without a hus- 
band, if desirous of progeny, may, if ordered by her superior, have recourse 
to her husband’s younger brother;“ and even if a transgression, it dig. 
appears in the light of his great penances, prior to, as well as after, the 
committing of the deed, If there be another person with an equal degree 
of Brahmic glory, he might do such deeds with impunity. 


(7) Rāma and Bhishma, both considering the wife to be only necessary 

in the performance of the sacrifice they had undertaken, did not take to a 
wife—the former on account of his great love for his first wife Sita, and the 
latter because of his great reverence for his father to whom he had pro. 
mised that he would never marry; and as both were free from the debt 
they owed their fathers—the one by his direct offspring, and 45 other by 
the children of his mother,—there was no impediment to t = Sacrificeg 
being duly accomplished. Then again, Rāma kept 5 ne 1 e 1 
a golden image of Sita, because for the sake of sal À ion rys not 
have kept Sité in person), and for the sake of s sind 5 was 
uot cruel to the memory of Sitā (he did not take another wife to him. 
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self). And as for Bhishma,—the text of Mann laying down that if 
among many uterine brothers, even one gets children, all the rest 
become endowed with offspring, through these very children, —having 
been freed from the debt he owed his fathers, by the birth of the 
sons of his brother, Vicitravirya,—he may have taken to a wife for the 
mere fulfilment of the sacrificial conditions; and this we may iufer from 
the Apparent Inconsistency of such an irregularity in the conduct of 
a blameless person like Bhishma, who, [Mahabhadrata—Anucasana Parya, 
84] when offering his libations at Gaya, did not place the offering in the 
hands of his father (who had appeared to him in person), in consideration 
of the scriptural texts that lays down the offering of the libations on the 
ground—(one who was so scrupulous in following the scriptural teachings) 
how could he, alone, without a wife, have dared to perform sacrifices P) 

(8) As for Dhrtarashtra, we find it related in the Agearya Parva 
that, through Vyasa’s favour, he got his sight for looking upon his sons; 
and from this we can infer that through the same agency he was able to 
see when the sacrifice was being performed (and hence at that time 
he was not blind). We are told of the Maharshi being capable of 
Wonderful curses and blessings; hence, just as wo know of Dhrtavashtra 
to have been born blind in accordance with a curse pronounced by Vyasa; 
from the apparent inconsistency of a blind person engag- 
that during the performance he got his vision through a 
blessing of Vyasa. Or, in the passages that describe Dhyiarashere as a 
forming yajnas, the word ‘ Yajna’ may be taken to mean ‘charity, gi s 
as the root yaji’ is equally expressive of sacrifice and giving. And we 
find Charity laid down as leading to results similiar to those of sacrifices ; 
hence the giving of charities may have been figuratively spoken of as the 
a of sacrifices.” 

er ) Tue unlawful intercourse of the five Pandavas with a common 
Wife has been very well explained by Vyasa himself: “ Draupadi appear: — 
ed, in the full bloom of youth, out of the sacrificial altar; and as such she 
is Lakehmi (the goddess of wealth) herself; consequently, she does not be- 
Come tainted by her interconse with many owners.” To the same effect, 
we have also the following: “The Brahmarshi pointed out her wonder- 
fully beautiful form to be superhuman ; inasmuch as the great-souled beat- 
tiful one (Draupadi) became younger day by day.” All this tends to. 
Show that she was not an ordinary human being; and hence she has been 
Spoken of as superhuman ” (aud as Such her actions are not to be judged 
by the ordinary standard of human Proprieties). It. is for the very same 
reason that Krahna himself promised to Karna that Draupadi ‘would go to 
him on the sixth day (after having heen with the five Pandavas for five 
cays). If it were not on account of the superhiumun character of the 


80 we can infer, 
ing in sacrifices, 
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woman, how conld such an authoritative person as Kyshna himpelf have 
promised such a transgression. 


Another explanation is that there were five distinct Draupadis ; 


but as they were all alike, they have been spoken of as one; this con- 
clusion being led to b 


y the apparent inconsistency of such a transgression 
appearing in the conduct of such blameless characters as Yudhishthira 
aud his brothers, 


Or, it may be that she was tho wife of Arjuna alone (by whom 
she 


was actually won); and yet she is spoken of as being the wife of 
all of them, 


simply with a view to show, by a hyperbolical represen- 
tation, that there was not the slightest point- of disagreement among 
the five brothers. Her superhuman character is further pointed out 
by the fact that when being dragged to the assembly of kings, at the 


gambling, though she was not actually in her courses, yet, on thie spur 
of the moment, she made herself look exact] 


y as if she were s0, simply 

with a view to show the action of Dhrtarashtra in the worst possible light. 
And her character of Laksh too, is fully recognised, only when she is 
considered as the wife o alone (who is Nara, the counterpart of 
Narayana). Then again, she has been spoken of, as the common wife of all 
ule five brothers, simply with a view to show that there was such a close 
triendship among them that even such an exclusive Possession as the Wife 
may be spoken of ae belonging to all of them, and as such there Was no 
mutual distrust amoug them, and so much the less chance of any differ- 
ences arising, 


mi, 


f Arjuna 


Thus then, when all these apparent transgressions are found 
capable of various rational explanations, and when, as a matter of fact, all 
good men are actually found to avoid aii that has its source in passion and 
greed, &., it is not right to question the righteousness of the Practice af 
Good Men. 

(10) Thus too, as regards the action of Yudhishthira in tellin 

to compass the death of Drona, some authors have laid down that ex 
rites can be performed e 


piato 
ven when the evil is done purposely ; and ag the 
rites laid down for the particular transgression, are the performance of an 
Agwamédha sacrifice, Yudhishthira did perform this sacrifice, and thereby 
distinctly showed that what he had done was si 


nful; and as such it cannot 
be accepted as the “ Practice of good men.. 

(11) Then remains the case of Krsbna and Arjuna being drunk 
with wine, and having married the daughters of their ey Nh mater. 
nal uncles, both being instances of direct 1 > i i 8 But 
it is only the wine distilled from grains, whic a z be i that 
is prohibited for the three higher castes; says the mrt : dera is the 

a essence of the grains and it is evil that is spoken of as impure, 


to be 


g a lie 


oA such relationships of brothers and cousins come: to... 
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Hence the Brähmana, the Kshatriya and the Vaigya should never drink 
5 As for the particular wines Madhu (wine distilled from certain 
ruits, as grapes and the like), and the Sidhu’ (that distilled from molass- 
es), these are not prohibited for the Kshatriya and the Vaigya; as “ all 
intoxicating drinks” have been prohibited for the Brähmana alone. 
Though there is a passage that declares—“ all the three kinds of wine, the 
Gaudi (that distilled from molasses) Paishthi (that distilled from grains) 
and Madhvi (distilled from fruits), being the same, they should not be 
drunk by the Brahmavadis, "—yet here the word Brahmarddi should be 
taken as denoting the Brahmanas only; as the word literally means 
‘one who is capable of teaching Brahma,’ or whose duty it is to teach 
Brahme’, or whose excellence lies in such teaching; and as the root Vada ’ 
ia synonymous with ‘ Bra’ such duties are distinctly restricted to the 
Brahmaua alone, by such texts as— from among the three higher castes, 
the Brahmana alone should teach. Aud it has also been pointed ont in 
connection with the villificatory Arthavada, that are taken along. with the 
prohibition of wines in general, that the Brahmana, deluded under the 
influence of wine, might do many sach things as should not be done, which 
shows that wine in general is prohibited for the Brahmans only. Hence 
we take the passage— All the three kinds of wine, &.,” to mean that 
just as the one, Sura distilled from grains, ‘is not drinkable by the three 
higher castes, 50 are all the three undrinkable by the Brahmans. Other- 
wise, if thé simple prohibition of wine in general were meaut, then the 
words Yathaiva, &c., and ‘ Brahmavadibhih’ would be totally redundant. 
The mention of the three castes” we shall supply from out of another 
verse. For this reason, the fact of Krshua and Arjuna—both Keshatriyas— 
being intoxicated with Madhu” (grape wine) is in no way a trausgression 


of the law. 


And, as a matter of fact, we have Vedic texts that distinctly show (1) 
that the prohibition of wine is for others (t. e., Brähmanas), aud also (2) 


that it is distiuctly permissible (in the case of others): For instance, (1) 
“That which was impure came out afterwards; wine is that impurity, - 
this became attached to the Kshatriya; hence it is that superiors, © 

daughters · in · la w, and. the father-in-law drink the wine and go on talking + 

evil indeed is impurity; hence the Brahmana should not drink the wine; 

lest he be attached to evil”; and (2) “The Kshatriya should say to, 


the Brähmaua— the drinking of wine does no harm to him who knows 


i 8 Or „ 
khia ; aud this latter is with reference to. tlie ‘Madhu’ and the ‘Sidhe’ 
Land not the ‘Sura’ which is in no case allowed to anyone 


E fidra), : 


As for Kyshna and Arjuna, having married their ma 


25 


o 


else ` but-the. 5 5 g 


tornal- cousins, 
= snontioned, even 
pa esse, evr 


— 
—ñæ ——EL— net 
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where there is no blood relationship (and hence it may be that Krshna 
and Arjuna are spoken of as cousins simply because of their close friend- 
ship). Though Subhadra is spoken of as ‘Krshna’s sister,’ yet, DNS 
know that only three persons—Baladēva, Krshna, and Ekananca— 
have been spoken of ag uterine brothers and sisters; and hence we 
conclude that Subhadra must have been a distant cousin of Krshua’s, 
as is clear from the fact of her being married to Arjuna, who conld be said 
to have transgressed the law, only if he had married a child of Vasudeva's 
(who was his maternal uncle); and certainly he committed no transgres- 
sion in marrying one who was only a distant relation of Vasudeva. And 
how could such a great Law-giver as Krshna, who is always cited as an 
example of righteons conduct, allow of an incestuous marriage, when he 


was fully alive to his position of a Law-giver, as is clearly shown by his 
own declarations: viz.: “O Partha, 


all men follow my path,” “Whatever 
the great one does, the others follow 


; that which he authorises, people act 
up to it.” z 
The above arguments will serve to explain the marriage of Krshna 
himself with Rukmini (who is said 


to have been his cousin), 
58 . 86 8 of transgressions, in modern times, of the laws laid 
o mrtis, the Pirvapaksha has cited the drinking of Wine 
among the Brähmana Women of the countries of Ahicchatra and Mathurg 
805 100 marriage with maternal cousins, current amongst the people of the 
outh. 


In explanation of this, some people assert that as the Smrti and the 
men are both independent of each other, being equally 
based upon the » both of them are of equal authority, and as such 

er, we can accept both as 


; and as such the trans, 


gressions need not be rejected as transgressions of Smrti laws, and as such 


sinful. 
But this explanation cannot be accepted as correct, in view of the 
statement of the comparative strength of the various authorities of Dharma 
(where it will be distinctly shown that the Smrti has a greater authority 
than the Practice of good men). 
Others again offer the following ex 


planation: All Laws are laid down 
with special reference to cert 


ain definite parts of the country; as Āpas- 
tamba has distinctly pointed out that certain actions are not allowed in 
one part of. the countr „and they are quite permissible in another, 


And 
hence we conclude that the said practices w 


ould not be sinful only for 
those whose forefathers have been used to them: as has been declared h 

Manu also: “The path by which one’s father and forefathers have gone 
ou, by that path of the good should one proceed; as by such procedure 


PRACIICES OF GOOD MEN AUTHORITATIVE. 195 


alon 
ee 
Sia n refathers ave not accep the aforesaid practices 
e a prohibited in other Smrtis, still avcid them; aud if by- 
1955 ey do become addicted to it, they are cast out by thait: own 
7 But this explanation too will not serve our purpose ; because Gautama 
as declared that “all practices contrary to the Scriptures are unauthori- 
tative.” It may be argued that as & matter of course; when we find the 
Practices to be contrary to the Veda, we do not accept them as authorita- 
tive; and the term Soriptures does not apply to the Smriis. But 
this is not correct; because the term ‘Scripture’ is applicable to Smrti 
works also. In connection with Smärtd Dharma Pankha and Likhita 


have declared Amndyah smytidharakah,” which clearly shows that the 
works of Manu and others called Amnaya’ (Scriptures)—which were 
Composed by them on the strength of their own remembrances of 
Vedic texts have been laid down for the sake of the students of these 
works, for the purpose of ascertaining a definite basis for the said compila- 
tions in such rememberances. Hence, it is absolutely impossible for us to 
accept the authoritative character of such practices as are contrary to the 
laws laid down by Manu and others. As for the declaration of Apastamba, 
quoted above, it has been completely refated by Baudhäyana, who has 
Cited many instances of practices coutrary to the Smrtis. Aud further, as 
we find all such practices originating from visible causes, such as passion 
aud the like, we can never accept the fact of there being & Vedic basis, either 
for such unlawful practices, or for the above quoted declarations of Apas- 


tamba. 
It may be asked What is the text that prohibits the drinking of 
men?” Well, we have the text For this reason, 


wine for Brähmana wo 
the Brahmena and the Kshatriya, and also the Kshatriya, should not drink 


Wine.” f 
Against this, it may be urged that the word“ Brāhmana being in the 
tho said text cannot be taken as prohibiting it for 

£ Mathura cannot be held 


Masculine gender, Á 
women; and as such the practice of the women o 


to be contrary to the Smrti text quoted. 
But, in that case, even in the case of the prohibition 


should not be killed,” 
said to be prohibited 
attached to the singular n 
only once desist from killing 


—“ A Brahmana 


it may be the killing of the man alone that can be 


; and in the same manner, & significance may be 
umber in Brahmana’; and thence a man would 

one Brahmana; and he would conclude that he 
has obeyed the law fully, iu that one desisting, and. thenceforward he 
might go on killing Brahmanas with impunity. Or, in-the prohibition in 
Ausstion too, we find the word Brahmana” in the singular; and so the 


? 
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law would have been fully obeyed by any single Brähmana desisting from 
wine; and thenceforth, we would have the same contingency as before 
in the case of the prohibition of killing (i. e., the other Brahmanas would 
go on drinking with impunity), 

The other party retorts: 
„number, as this may be appl 
dor to the single Brahmana- 

there would be no harm in 
“hibition of the killing, 
“ Brahmana that may | 


„As for the significance of the singular 
icable -either to each individual Brahmana, 
class (considered as one composite whole), 
accepting it. That is to say, even if the pro- 
as well as of the drinking, refer to each individual 
appen to become a fit object of such prohibition,— 
was the mention of this singularity would be a mere repetition, it could not 
“ qualify either tke action (of killing or drinking) or the ꝓrokibition (and 


have any significance) ; 


refer to the Brahmana. 
“class, (as this class is always: universally recogni 


“though there are no such objections to the admitti l 
“of tha masculine gender). [Then, as for the argument that if the mas. 
. “euline gender be significant, in the ease of the word Brahmana’ ag 
“ occurring in the prchibition rink wine,’ the 
the Brähmana should 
“al of differen ween- the two cases; as in 
“the prohibition of killing, (Brahmano na hantavyah’) the Brähmana 
being the real objective, appears in the form of the subject (on account 
Jof the passive affix tavya) ; and ag such no significance is attached to the 
_ “mascnline gender in this case; exactly as in the case of the sentence 
* „ons desirons of heaven should offer sacrifices,’ no significance is at. 
=e a Pe eme Sender in ‘ svargakamah,’ simply on the ground 
e ae Tee set i prohibition of drinking, 
alae „ off from sin, has the 

“ he becomes a ‘part ef dhe ae ape 18 the agent. of the. drinking, 
“ the Instrumental ‘aflixes:(the real Cost means of the Nominative ang 
44 Brohmantna-surdpanamn papas Sal -cons uction of the 
„comes absolutely: necegs 


th ioned as the predicate, his gende. 
+ js taken into consideration, 2 f Sa eee 


Hel significance can be attached to the mas. 
“ online gender in the word Brahmana, in the sentence the Brähmaua 


“ ghould not be killed’): ‘The meaning of the sentence is that ‘one who is 


— 
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t. a B ; 
301 „ eee not be killed’; and when this construction has been 
011 comprehended, (the prohibition has been fully understood and) no 
er gender, &c., can be predicated, either of the Bréhmana, or of the 
E prohibition ; (because that would lead to a split of the original sentence), 
3 which would have to be constraed somewhat like this: ‘one who is a 
1 Brähmana should uot be killed, and that Brahmana should be a male z 
i which is not in any case allowable. That is to say, the Injunction in 
: question serves to lay down a prohibition ; and as no prohibition of mere 
i killing (without an object) is possible, we take jt to mean the prohibition 
of the killing as qualified by (i. e., as pertaining to) the Brãhmana - dass; 
“and its operation ceasing with this, if it be called into requisition again, 
“ with a view to the injanction of avy such peculiarities as the gender and 
“the like, with reference either to the Brahmuna, or to the Killing, or to 
“the Prohibition,—then it would be necessary to repeat the Injauctive 
“affix (which has once enjoined the non-killing, and which is now called 
“upon to lay down the gender, &o.) ; and as such, this would lead to the 
“ split of the sentence. Even for those who hold Injunction and Prohibi- 
two distinct facts signified by Vedic sentences, the Nega- 
“tive ( not’ in the prohibition ‘the Brāhmana should not be killed’), 
“having its own denotation helped by that of the Injunctive affix, comes 
"to aa av additional meaning (in the shape of prohibition), and serves the 
purpose of prohibiting that (killing) which has been signified by the In- 
1 junctive affix in (‘hantavyah’), with special reference to the Brabmans- 
“class 5 because, as explained before, no prohibition of mere killing in the 
“ abstract would be possible ; and it cannot be again called into 5 
“to rohibit any such further peculiarities, as those of gender an e 
A i ither the Brābmana, or tho Killing, or the In- 
is mentioned in the 
conse 


tion with, eit : 

“i ion; uently, though a particular gen er 
“ 0 yet, i it 3925 not serve any useful purpose, nO significance can 
“ be 0 to it. The construction of the said passage may .be ona 
“in the following manner: That the Brahmans should be killed t roug 1 
But according to those who accept the Injunction to 
he Prohibition as 


ss 4 is not. i 
“ 1 signification of the Veda (and explain t Aag" 
“only a negative Injunction), the sentence may be ampli : us: R x 
“ killing of the Brähmana should not be done,’ or He who is a Brah- 
„ mana, him one should not kill, —the passage being thus explained, 
“either as the prohibition of the killing as pertaining to the Brāhmana, 
or as the prohibition of a killing which has its object distinctly pointed 


“out as the Brahmana. In any case, WO cannot escape from acoepting 
“the Brahmana as the Subject ; and as pertaining to the Subject, either 
“the Gender or the Number can have no significance. 

“On the other haud, in the case of the prohibitions— the Brahmans 


1 
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“ should not drink the wine,’ and‘ the wine should not be drunk by the 
“ teachers of Brahma ’—, the ‘Brahmana’ has not the character, of either 
“ the cause, or place, or ‘time’ or- result,’ or ‘ the object of purifica- 
“ tion, ’—which are the only five possible forms of that which ig already 
“known (i.e, Subject); and in the former sentence, the Brāhmana has 
“ the full character of the qualification of the nominative, and as such, 
“is capable of being defined by the singular number which is preditated 
“of it by the verbal affix (‘in pibée’) ; and in the latter sentence as the 
Instrumental ending distinctly points to the subordinate (or predica- 
“ tive) character of the Brähmana, he cannot but be admitted to be 
„specified by the masculine gender. And in accordance with this, evon 
“the former sentence should be taken as the prohibition of Grinking, for 
„the Bréhmana, as qualified by the Masculine gender.” 
And thus, as the drinking of wine is not found to have been pro. 
“ hibited, for Brahmana Women, the drinking of wine hy the women of the 
countries of Abiechatra and Mathura cannot be said to be a transgres- 
gion of the law.“ 


SIDDHANTA. 


Thie is not 80; because even in the case of the prohibition of drinking, 


no significance can be attached to 3 
subject, here also, oxactly as in 3 ey peeause the Brahmana is the 


cations of the gender, &., because Predieabili 
for auch significance ; as that whieh is desaribed -. a. 


that, nothing more than what i i wired by th dicate 
be said to be predicated, FF R 


i i we had any such injunction as that ‘ the Brahmana shonld 
r prior to the appearance of the Prohibition, then alone coul 
ere be any chance for the subordinate and predicative ch d 
ing to the Brahmana which to and predicative o aracter belong. 
k is bet nich could justify our attaching à significan 
everything (that is both the masculi i aD 
culne gender and the singular numbe, 
But, as a matter of fact, we know that the only agent that prompt 17055 
Brähmana to the drinking of wine is Passion or Delusion, &c.; 80 ane 
is no possibility of there being any such Injunction (of the drinking of wine) 
And as for an Injunction being deduced from the prohibitive text itself 
{as urged above), no such deduction is possible, as all chance for it ig 
barred by the fact of the sentence ending in a direct prohibition, There. 
fore, whether the said prohibition be construed as~-‘ That the Brahmans 


should drink wine is not,’—or as He whois a Brahmana should not drink 


<< 


te.) 


equal 
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wine, —it being taken either as the prohibition of drinking as pertaining 


to wine, or as the Injanction of a prohibition,—in any case, inasmuch as he 
is the object that is helped by being warned off from the drinking, the 
Brahmana cannot be held to be predicated either of the drinking or of the 
prohibition (and as such no significance can be attached to the gender, 


Even in ordinary experience, we find that there is a chance of both the 
male and the female (Brähmana) being addicted to drink; and hence in the 
sentence prohibiting the drinking, the mention of the Bratimana must be 
taken as pertaining to both sexes (because as the Subject of the sentence, 
it must be taken exactly as it is found in ordinary experience). And it 
cannot be construed as The Brähmana that should drink — and he be u 
male’; because such connection of the gender cannot be established without 
the operation of Predication (which is absent in this case). (That is to say, 
when the ‘Brahmana’ has once been spoken of as the Subject, it is not 
possible to make it the Predicate without a Predicative word). (But such 
Predication is not found in the present case). {Because the whole sen- 
tence cannot be taken as serving the sole purpose of predicating the relation 
of the gender; as the Injanction, or the Predication, does not proceed any 
farther than the prohibition of drinking). Hence, we conolude that in both 
cases (ùe, in the case of the prohibition, ‘The Brahmans shoul not be 
killed,’ as also in that The Brahmana should not drink wine’) we cannot 
‘attach any Significance to the gender or the number (of the word 


* Brshmane’). . 

It may be argued that—“ if sach be the case, then the killing of the 
Brähmana woman would be as sinful as that of the male Brähmana; and 
as such, how is it that the full expiatory rite, necessary on the killing of 
a Brahmane, has been restricted (in the case of the female Brahmana) to 
the Auéyi woman only (which shows that the killing of other Brahmana 
ales is not equally sinfal) ?“ . 

To this we make the following reply: Who is there that denies the 
ginfalness of the killing of the female Brahmana? As for the 
expiatory Tites being different, this is due to the fact of the one being è 
female and the other male (but this does not show that there is any 
difference in the sinfulness ‘of the two slaughtera) ; and certainly the com- 
‘parative slightness of the expiatory rite does not remove the character of 
* Brahinanasslaughter’ from the killing of the female Brshmana; because 
under certain circumstances the expiatory rite that has been laid down as 
necessary for one who has killed even a male Brahmana, is also compara- 
‘tively slight; and this fact would also come to imply ‘the Tessér sinful- 
5 of this killing (which is absurd). Therefore, because the expiatory 

te leid down for one who kills a female Brahmana is comparatively 


fem 


| 
l 
| 
| 
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slight, from that we cannot doubt the fact of the killing of the woman 
being sinfal and prohibited. an 
In the case of the drinking of wine, however, we do not meet with any 
distinction. in the expiatory rites that are laid down; and as such all 
chance of there heing any support for such drinking by women having 
been lost, we conclude that the. said practice of the Brahmane women of 
the two countries, is a direct transgression of the laws laid down in the 
Smrtis. erty 
i It has been argued above tbat on the strength of a declaration of 
Apastamba, we can accept the two as optional alternatives; but as this 
drinking of wine by the Brabmana has been prohibited by the Veda 
itself— Therefore, the Brahmana should not drink wine —the mere 
equality of two contradictory Smrtis cannot. justify us in accepting an 
option in the matter; and hence we cannot admit the authoritativeness of 
such practices, 


(The “Adhikarana differently construed). 


With a view to establish 
tices of good men, we can cons 


: which has been defined as that country where the 
black antelope is found to roam and graze. The question is—That Which 


the Aryas (gentlemen of the said country) are found to Perform, ag 
Dharma, is that authoritative or not? And the ground of doubt ia that o 
account of these perso S 


p ns being the same as the performers of Vedio 
ruces, We conclude thei ices thoritative; while i 
as we do not find such o JJC while much 


chance that they abrag Practices duly coded and compiled, there is a 


It may be argned th 
the anthoritativeness of 8 


: tices is implied i 8m, “À 

But this will not do; as the opponent might 8 ez cee thas . 
í Inasmuch as we do not find such practices to have any origin (in tue 
“ Veda) and as we find them to be due to other motives of greed and the 
í like, we cannot accept them as authoritative ; because even of Smrti tex 

“ we admit the authority of only such of them as are found to have any basig 

a in the various branches of the Veda; but on the sole authority of the pre- 

s valence of certain practices, we cannot infer the existence of corroborative 


Authors of Smrtis, 
` which they did not actually kn 
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: — een een the Vedic texts in support of these 
i ; e Smrtis must have seen these practices 

exactly as we see them; and hence the Smetis cannot point out any Vedic 
: basis for them. Specially because, if these Authors knew of the Vedic texts 

in support of the practices, they should have included them among the other 
“acts laid down in their works. And hence, inasmuch as we do not find 
“them laying them down in their works in the same manner as they have 
t“ done the other acts for which they had supports in the Veda,—and as they 
“ declared them to be authoritative, simply on account of the confidence 
“that they had in the good men of their day,—we can by no means 
“ ascertain such practices to have any basis in the Veda.” 

Consequently there is certainly an occasion for due consideration. 

The foregoing two Adhikaranas have laid down the conclusion that the 
Practices of good men are authoritative, because the peaple among whom 
these are prevalent are the same as the performers of Vedic sacrifices, 
and also because we do not find them to be contrary to the Veda or 
the Smrti. As a matter of fact, we do not find any practices of good men 
to be contrary to any Smrti or Vedic texts ; and as such, from the fact of 
the persons concerned being the same in both cases, they are accepted 2 
be authoritative ; and in support of this we have the declarations of the 
who could not have lent their support to anything 


ow to be based upon the Veda. 


Against this conclusion, however, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHBA. 


š A ae * 
- « Inasmuch as the scriptures imr s] T Mpe en i 
3 of good men, devoid of Vedic support, i 
“ity with n ari to the ascertaining of Dharma a 3 . 
s 1 8 scriptures has been limited to matters relating * pe 
is pers and the scriptures have been limited to the num er ae 1 
rs i de up of the Veda and its subsidiary sciences, none of 1 — e $ 
40 sive zn thing as the Practices of good men; nor can such Prac i che 
oa ipture by itself; nor can the Perception or the Perform 
4 said to form a scripte i ue, aa a 
as f such Practices be said to form a scripture ; e à 
al 1 on other persdns ; and as for the latter it is the pana ot ae 
ei r the scriptures, and cannot itself be the rT a be ip 
“for the Smrti text supporting the authoritative charac e 
5 ' at it has no basis in the Veda. 


i y 7 th 
cc A H if e proceed to consider the question, as to whether these 
n W 


i ‘ther of the two is 
“ Practices have one basis or many,—we find that neithe lak 
possible to be inferred. Because for such Practices as are found to be 
“ different in different countries, and among different communities and fami- 


26 


* practice 
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“ lies, it is not possible to be based npon any single Vedic text; nor is there 
any such Vedic text as would include all such practices ; as it is absolutely 
“impossible for them to be spoken of either as distinct individuals, or as 
forming a class by themselves, which are the only two possible denotations 
“of words. And if one were to assume & Vedic text for each of these Prac- 
“ tices, he would be composing a Veda by himself ; as it is not possible for 
“any single sentence to speak of, and give rise to, an indefinite number 
“of practices; nor can it be said that, it was the finding of such a sentence 
“in the Veda that led the authors of the Smrtis to declare the authoritative- 
“ness of the practices; because in that case these would come to have as 
great an authority as the other Smrti texts that lay down other duties 
“(on the basis of the Veda). And again, the Smrti text that would bo 


“authorities. (Because in that 
“and basis of the Smrti text), 
r “Hence, inasmuch as it is onl 


“ 


to 
as of the com- 


That is to 
“u . . i 
practices, prior to the Vedic tex i 
“as the basis for that which has exi i — 
| “cannot be held to be the basis of the i i 
| ) act fore remai 
a indat i ta practices which therefore remain ag 
Or, the Sūtra (6th) ma: i i 
vt y be taken in the follow *: 
“ of the scriptures is limited to a definite number of pleat aie 
“namber of the practices ig indefinite, they cannot have th i h en 
“ tho scripture. Movatn g 


es as 


; any author- 
“ity in the scriptures. Henco we conclude that inasmuch as the Practices 


“aro subsidiary to considerations of material pleasures, they cannot 
“have tho character of Dharma, We find in thẹ case of the Vaigyas, 
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“ Servants, and Doctors, and other people in the towns, that their practices 
“are based upon motives of material pleasures; and hence we conclude 
the same to be the case with all human practices. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Veda and the Smrtis aro 
“ the only authoritics in matters relating to Dharma ; and as for the conduct 
“ond practices and inner satisfaction of men, they are just the same as 
“drinking bouts and jokes (current among ordinary people),” 


[Sätra 7 would embody the Siddhanta in reply to this Parvapuksha.] 


— 


Or, the three Séras (5, 6, and 7) may be taken as dealing with this 
game Adhikurana; and iu this case, the practices current among the good 
People of Aryavarta may be cited as instances; and with regard to these, 
a question may be raised as to their authoritativeness or otherwise. And 
(the Parrapaksha being supplied from withont, on the same lines as shown 
above), all the 5 sie may be taken as putting forward the Siddhanta 

: uld run thus: 
only, 8 0 is taught ( Cishta’) in the Veda and the Smrtis—if this 
is not contradieted by the practice of good men, such practice can be 
accepted, as an authority for Dharma; but whenever there is the least 
Ria diction of the said teachings, then, as there wonld be a contradiction 
8955 5 the nuthorities, the Practice can never be admitted to kave any 


authority in matters relating to Dharma. 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


. G it in the 
LA word is always to be taken in the sense that is attributed to i 
scriptures]. 
HASHYA, 
A.—Taxz ADHIKARANA EXPLAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE B 
Sutra (8). “The contest would 
The clause— pecau d any contradiction amongst 
them” —may be taken as the opening of this Sutra. 
When we find even g 


ood men using a word ia two different meanings 
the following doubt arises i 


n the mind of the listener : Inasinuch as a 
single word ig uged by good men in different senses, often contradicting 
one another, which one shall we accept as being the real meaning of the 
word? For instance, the word“ yava’ (barley-corn) ‘ Varaha, (Boar), ond. 
* Vetasa? (Cane), are, in other ¢ untries, used in the sense of Priyangu 


0 . 
(Long Pepper), Vayasa’ (Crow), and ‘ Jamboo’ (Blackberry), respectively, 
Hence there a to the real significations of th 


rises a doubt as 
in the Minds of those who have 
base all the 


ir idens only upon wh 
And on this point, we have 


be equal.” 
se we do not fin 


at they actually perceive. 
the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 
“ There should be no doubt at all on t 
all men are 


equally authoritative, In the cage of every word, in whatever 
sense it happens to be used j 


» in connection with 


P ; i i nse 
several men of various countries. even if a certain se 
” $ 


Consequently, 


PE 


Jer 
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f of a word, be not known to certain men, they should accept it unhesita- 
1 8 ; as it is as authoritative as the meaning that is known to 
em. 
ti “ The reality, or the authority, of the denotations of words do not 
5 epend upon either the greater or lesser number of persons using them 
5 in different senses; as in the case of such words (which are held to have 
‘ many meanings even by the same people) as ‘aksha’ ‘pala’ and the 
eae though only very few people use the word ‘ Aksha’ in the sensc 
2 of the peeing ie belerica, yet this meaning of it is admitted as freely as 
that of the axle of the cart.“ Similarly, too, it has been declared that 
3 ae root ‘ cava is used in the sense of moving among the Kambojas; while 
2 e Aryas use it to signify modification or putrefaction, as when they 
par of the dead body as a ‘ gava;’ and there are many verbs and nouns 
at are found to be used in different senses in different countries. 
1 Hence we conclude that the contest between (or the authority of) all the 
significations is equal. 
ce “ So alao in a case where a certain fact in ccnnection with the subsidiary 
u sacrifices is mentioned by a word that appears in the same form (though 
perhaps in a different sense) in connection with the primary sacrifice, we 
: accept the Subsidiary to have been performed exactly as the Primary, 
‘and thereby quite in keeping with the Injanction that the Subsidiary is 
t to be performed like the Primary. It is with special reference to such a 


“case only that the clause because we do not find any contradiction 
“ among them’—can be admitted (as a part of the Sutra); because it 1s 
id to be non-contradictory 


“only in such cases that the diversity can be sai : . 
“in all other cases, there being no possibility of a co-existence of diversity 


“and non-contradiction. : 14043 
“ Thus then the different usages being equally authoritative, we mus: 


z accept them to be optional alternatives.” 


To all this, we make the following reply : 
SIDDHĀNTA. 


_ Sūtra (9). That which is supported by the scriptures (is the 

more authoritative), because that (the scripture) is the source of 
authority. 
The sense that appears in the scriptures is the m 
92 oie the scriptures are the only source of authority ; 5 
Sey P S 905 ordinary parlance, such signification can be accepted 28 ar 
the s 5 there is a difference of opinion, the ordinary people i 
. B Fid not accepted as the decisive anthority, but it is ao a 

k D support of the scriptures that is accepted as the m 


ore authoritative ; 


i as for the sense 
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i i ` all are 
authoritative; because as for acceptance in ordinary par a 10 flea 
equally accepted; while the latter has the additional authority 
scriptures, which makes it the most authoritative of all. 


. Jr ord 
Or, the Sara may be explained thus: the sense in which the wor 
is used by those persons that take 


accepted as the most authoritative ; 
other sense, 


5 “pe ro $ , 
their stand upon the scriptures, is to be 
because it is more trustworthy than any 


Itis a peculiarity with the people taking their stand “pon the Eya 
tures, that if there is even a slight discrepancy in what ‘ere 3 
whole purpose of the Scriptures becomes defeated (that is to say, 11 
„if there is the slightest mistake in the pronuncia lon, 


» there is no such contingency. The doctors of medi- 
cine, when considerin ascertain the mean- 


and the like (as the occur in particular 


Proper performance 
cine, a word should 
been given to it, 
and so also in the case 


by people learned in the sacrifices, 
ible to definitely ascertain the meanin 
e of an uncertain signification; nor can we 
ter; because all options are open to eight 


Sofa 


2 he word Yayg? 
the injunction— the Post of the 


the water mixed with Yara 5 
declared“ when all other pl ae 


Juxuriantly’. (This Passage we meet with in various rescensions of the 
Veda; the Bhashya has cited that which occurs in connection with the 
Varunapraghasa sacrifice; but ag a discussion, as to which Passage is real! 
meant. would serve no Purpose, we may At it p? 7 8 4 118 

Bhashy1). As a matter of ordinary experience, we find thy i 
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month of Phalguna (February-March) the leaves of all the trees fall off $ 
and it is only the barley-coru that flourishes most laxuriantly. On the other 
hand, the 'Priyangu’ (long-pepper) ripening during the Autumn, dis- 
appears entirely long before Phalguna, and flourishes daring the rains, 
when no other plants are found to be drooping, as all of them are in 
luxuriant foliage during the rains (hence we cannot accept the Long- 
Pepper to be that which ‘ flourishes luxuriantly when all other plants are 
drooping’). (Hence we cannot but accept the word ‘ Yava’ to mean 
barley-corn). ' l 

In the same manner, the significations of the words ‘Vétasa’ and 
“ Vardha’ are also ascertained from the sense in which they are used in 
the scriptures. 


(Here ends the Explanation of the Adhikavana according to the Bhashya). 


[ Arguments against the above interpretation of the Adkihurapa.] 


Tu all the three words cited, the significations that have been sought 
to be supported by scriptural texts, are such as are already accepted to be 
the most authoritative, even ov the authority of ordinary usage; and as 
such they cannot serve as examples of words having their siguifications 
defined by the authority of the scriptures. For in no country is the word 
Tara used in the sense of long-pepper, nor the words Vélasa a 
‘ Varāha’ in those of blackberry and crow respectively. Why then she i 
We assume such usages and thereby create a difficulty for oursel ve 
use ? : 

. as under the Fatra I—iv—29, it will be shown that in all 
doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is arrived at, by the help of subsequent 
Passages ; and hence, the above instances coming under the same category, 
there is no need of considering them over again on this occasion. It is 
true that under the said Sätra, no notice is taken of the denotations of the 
Words, the consideration referring solely to the object to be used (i. e., the 
point there to be considered is not what the word“ akta” anointed means. 
but that what is the material with which the gravels are to be anointed) . 
and in the case as treated of there, the conclusion arrived at is only appl 
nae to the particular time and place, and not everywhere (ie. it aT 

ae that wherever there is to be an anointing, it is 1 85 991 
e Y butter, but only that in the particular instance, only bu ing ia the 
nsed); while on the present occasion, what we are considering ek 
Seneral denotation of the word (‘ yava’ ); aa as such the conclusion d 
We arrive at i i lly binding. : facts it may be argue 
. 18 universally binding; and from these fa of reasoning 
ois no repetition. Yet with all this, the process 
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i is the same; and exactly as under the said 

ee ae 1 to be the object that is to be employed, 

oe en of the subsequent Passages; so in the same manner, in 

ea 3 5 case also, it is by the aid of the subsequent passage that we 

— at a definite conclusion with regard to the significations of the 
words ‘ yava’ and the like. 


; and hence no purpose is served by the citation of such words as tl 


For these reasons, we shou 


ld base our consideration of the present 
Adhikarana upon other examples 


— 


9 LB. The Adhikarana as explained by the Vartika.] 
When there happens to be a difference in the usa 
the J lēccha, there ariseg a doubt as to whether both 
t we, or one is more authoritative than the other. 
following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

| | For all people that 
| “ contest would be egual 
| “ cal) things that the 
| “of visible things, 
| „strong. 


ges of the Arya and 
are equally authorita- 
“And on this we have the 


have to do only with perceptible things, the 
as it is only in the case of invisible (or super-physi. 
Aryas can have any superior authority; in the case 
the authority of the Arya and the Mléccha is equally 


ce 


“ferent sense, » We conclude the ex 
“of the word to be eternal ; exactly as we have the notion 
“with regard to the expressi 


“ reasons for accepting the et 


pressivenegg 


and the 


nings of 
“the usages of words; and hence we can perceive no difference between 


“ two equally beginningless expressive potentialities of words, For instance, 
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“even among the Aflécchas, the perception of smoke leads to the conclusion 
“ of the existence of fire; and hence (as we find their position correct in the 
“ case of one means of knowledge) we conclude that the sense in which a. 
Word is used by them is really one that is expressed by it. Consequently 
“then, in the case of the word ‘plu,’ as denoting a particular tree (accord- 
“ing to the Aryas) aud the elephant (according to the Mflécchas), the 
“contest between them (for authority) would be equal.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


In reply to the above, we have the Sütra (9), which can be explained 
exactly as it has been done above. 

And further, the notion of real expressiveness that we have with regard 
to the words used by the Jflécchas is as erroneous as the notion that we 
have with regard to those words that, though pronounced wrongly on 
account of ignorance, inability, &c., are yet perchance found to resemble 
another correct word. That is to say, exactly as we have corruptions of the 
verbal forms of words, so also we have those of meanings,—these latter 
being due to such causes as the indirect (secondary) significations of words, 
or the inability of the person to discern the right meaning. And these 
Corraptions can be discerned only by those people that take their stand 
upon the scriptures, and are seeking after the virtue that is attainable only 
by the correct performance of duties as correctly comprehended from the 
Veda ; exactly as a false coin can be picked out only by those who are 
Perts in the art. And certainly, when there is an opposition between the 
cognitions of the learned and the ignorant, the former is always the 1 
of the two; specially as it is very easy for us to get at reasons and facts 
Upsetting the ideas of the ignorant. 3 

Hence we conclude that, inasmuch as the inhabitants of Aryũ varta 
take their stand upon the scriptures, their ideas alone can have any author - 
ity in the matter of such significations of words as appertain to Dharma 
@nd its accessories. And even among these people themselves we should 
accept that sense in which the word is used by one who is more learned 
and more conversant with the scriptures, in preference to those ganctioned 
by the usage of people less learned in them. 


— 
P 


IO. The Adhikarana interpreted differently. , 
We may take the Adhikarana as dealing with the contradictions 
n Smrtis and Usage. And on this point, we have the following 

PDURVAPAK SHA. 


“Inasmuch as both have their origin equally in the 
27 


be- 
twee 


Veda, the contest 
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“between them would be equal. Because, just as the authority 7 1 
is based upon the fact of their being based upon the Veda, 45 a i 
“ of Usage; and as such we can perceive no difference between the ‘i 1 9 5 
‘point of anthority. Or, we may go a step further: Usage is s ronge 
“its authority than Smrti; because its results (in the shape of ome rk. 
are directly perceptible, as leading to equally visible results 3 and certainly ; 
“ that authority (or means of knowledge) which is dissociated from jts 
“result, becomes greatly weakened. The Vedic text, that would be the 
“Dasis of Usage, is perceived directly in the result; and hence, while 
having found a Smrti text, we would be still looking after a Vedic text 
“ to serve as its basis, the Usage, having obtained its footing long ere this, 
“will have asserted itself; and certainly when a thing has once asserted 
itself, how can it be ousted ? ' ‘herefore, we must admit either that the 


“Usage is more authoritative than Smrti, or that both are equal 


in 
“authority.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
But the Smrti is held to b 


e more anthoritative, because of its bein 
the Scriptures; and certainly the Support of the Vo 
cases, Because the Smrti has been compiled, ; 

y persons; and this fact directly leads to 


da 


Whereas in the case of Usage, 
roboratiye Smrli, which in its 
| of it; thas in this case the su 
f removed, its authority beco 


At once ; and 
attered all 


ped 
loug 
With 


Adhyaya; but they are scatter 
cbapters, and can be got at on] 


great difficulty, 
For instanee,—(1) In connection with the pre 

| cial fire, we read—* T'he sacrificer pl 
| and hence it is that People carry the food with b en eat 
it; and here, though the passage itself gives reasons for the Particular 

action, yet the fact cited as reason is not very well known; and hence 

this only leads to the inferenco of a direct Injunction, in accordan 

tle argument that ‘ things are enjoined by Vedic sentences, Nor c 
In urged that the passage being merely explanatory a 1 eat 
method—lke the passage “ as human children having lived in the wom D for 
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ten months come to be born in the eleventh, so do the mules, &c., &c.“; and 
as such it cannot point to an Injunction, because the method described is not 
necessarily calculated to fulfil any purpose. Nor can it be said to be ex- 
planatory of a well-established natural fact—as in the case of the passage 
“hence people in old age are supported by their children” (because the 
said method of eating is not generally recognised as a well-established 
natural fact). Hence though the passage has an entirely different meaning, 
yet the special ratiocinative style adopted serves to iudirectly point to an 
Injunction of the particular method of eating. 

(2) The same process of reasoning is followed in the case of the 
passage“ because the food is kept on the right side, therefore it is only by 
the rigth hand that oue eats,” (which though referring to a particular 
action at sacrifices, is made to point to an Injunction of the said method 
vf eating), 

(3) Similarly, too, in the passage— tlie person initiated for the 
sacrifice should apply the collyrium to the right eye first, because men. 
ordinarily are found to apply it to that eye Brst,” (which though referring 
to the sacrifice, is yet made to point to an Injunction whereby women 
are enjoined to apply the cullyrium to the riglit eye first). 

(4) So also with reference to the passage“ two strings were applied 
to each post, hence it is that a man takes many wives, though a woman 
does not. take more than one husband ”— which we find in the section 
ou ‘ Vipaikadagint (which is made to point to the injunction of one 
Man taking many wives, aud the prohibition of one woman tuking 
many husbands). : i 

(5) Iu the same manner, in the chapter on Dargapérnautisa, i 
Over the Injunction dealing with the Aguishomiya, we read a passage 
descriptive of the fact of the third part of Indra’s siu, consequent upon 
his having killed a Bräh mana in the person of Tvashtr’s sou (Vrtra), 
having been relegated to women in their courses; and this description is 


passing 


made the means of pointing to the injunction of certain chservances for 
the woman in her courses, & fact which has nothing to do with the main 
subject, the Agnishom? ya-—these observances being sleeping upon the ground, 
not bathing, desisting from meat-euting, unguents, collyriuin, spinning, washing 
of the teeth, pairing of the nails, thread-twining, and so forth, all of which 
are to be kept up for three days. 

Thus then, we find that the Vedic texts, that can be chosen out 
SA lending support to Usages, are so scattered and difficult to get at, tias 
any collection of them in any single place is impossible, without the help 
vf the Smrtis ; and hence between the Usage and the Vedic text, we have 185 
admit of au intervening agency of the Smrti. Consequently, long before nae 
Usage succeeds in pointing tu its EA E Vedictext throug! the Su. lis, 


. 
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the (contrary) Smrti gets at its own corroborative Vedic text, and succeeds 


in pointing ont the Dharma (long before the contrary Usage has had time to 
assert its third-hand authority) 


[D. Another interpretation of the Adhikarana.] 


Sucb words as ‘trivrt,’ ‘caru’ and ‘agvabala’ are found, in orgi- 
nary parlance, to express meanings entirely at variance with those ac- 
cepted in the Veda, and by people taking their stand upon the Veda, 
And the question arises, whether, as all authorities are equally strong in 
the matter of the significations of words, the contest between the two 
authorities is equal, or the Vedic use has the greater anthority. And on 
this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In ordinary parlance, the word ‘trivrt’ is found to mean threefold, 
“asin the expressions ‘trivrt rajjuh,’ ‘ trivrt granthih’ ; while in the Veda it 
“is used in the sense of ‘ ninefold’; as we find that after having mentioned 
“the ‘trivrt Vahishpavamana,’ the Veda speaks of it as consisting of the 
“threefoldness of the triad of Rk verses, thus making the nine Stotriye 
“ Rk verses, the word ‘ trivrt’ thus being found to denote nine. 

“Similarly in ordinary parlance, the word ‘caru’ is found to be ex- 
“ pressive of the saucer, while in the Veda it is found to denote ths ‘ rice.’ 


That is to say, people who are engaged in the performance of sacrifices arc 


“always found to use the word ‘caru’ in the ee eee 

“still hot, and from which the gruel has not been threwn out. In 

7 the Veda, too, we find that, having spoken of the ‘Prayaniya Care as 

wage to Aditi,’ it goes on to lay down that ‘ Aditi is to be appeased by 

— e okering of cooked rice, which clearly shows that the word ‘carw’ 
is used in the sense of cooked rice. 


et . 
10 eee of the expression ‘ agvabala-prastarah,’ it would, 
ns , explained as ‘the bedding made up of horse- 
“ hair’; whereas from the Vedic passages following the expression, it is 
Solea ine 75 3 apatia ie used in the sense of reed. The passage 
“in question in Mat u uke describes the event that the sacrifice took the 
shape of the horse, and flying away from the gods, fell into the. wate.. 
‘sand when the gods took hold of the tail, the horse freed itself from their 
„ grasp and then disappeared ; and the hairs of the tail that were left in the 
o £ is of the gods being thrown on the ground became what is now known 
hani and hence as the reed is so very pure (being a part of the 
acrifice itself), the bedding is to be made of this material. 


in the expression ‘aikshaviyam vidhrti,’ the word 


ag the reed; 
“ body of the 8 
„ In the same manner, 
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“t aikshaviyam’ would ordinarily be taken to mean ‘made ot sugar- cane, 
„while in the Veda, it means the roots of the reed. 

“Tn all these cases, inasmuch as the significations are different, 
“and as both are equally well comprehended, the two meanings of the 
“words must be accepted to be optional alternatives. Though it may be 
“ urged that in matters relating to Dharma, the compreliension based upon 
“the Veda has always a greater authority than that based upon ordinary 
“ parlance, yet no such superior authority is really possible; because in 
“the matter of the significations of words, the Veda does not in any way 
“ differ from the other sources of verbal knowledge; for it is only in 
„ matters transcending the senses, that the Veda is held to have a superior 
“authority. Consequently we conclude that the comprehension from both 
“sources would be equally authoritative. 

„Or, inasmuch as ordinary parlance always precedes a reading of the 
„Veda, it must be held to have an authority superior to that of the Veda. 
“That is to say, we fully comprehend the sense of all ordinary expressions 
“ independently of the Veda; whereas we can never comprehend any 
“ Vedic expression without finding in it words similar to those that we 
„have met with in ordinary parlance. Hence among Vedic uses of words 
“we can accept only those that are not contrary to —— an 
“ because when they transgress the limits of such parlance, they are never 


‘ ; ded. — 
‘ properly eam we do not perceive any contradiction among 


“ Jause— i 

10 me i to the absence of contradiction among the words employ sa 

them ’—refers ə quoted above— the sacrifice 
in ordinary usage. A8 for the passage qu cae n 
> he horse, é&c.’—in support of the Vedic sense, itis an Artharāda ; 
— ae ot "A admitted as means of arriving at the real mean- 
s m — aS because all Arthavādas have an entirely different 
4 0 d A s such, they cau at best have only an indirect secondary 
a pop Bait tho mstter in question ; secondly, because all Arthavadas 
E — air sole purpose in the accomplishment of the attractiveness of a 
“ 88 course of action; as we find in the case of such of them as— the 
—— js the sun, the sacrificer is stone,’ ‘the Ahavaniya fire is the 
, ae n, and 80 forth; and thirdly, because they have no action in the 
matter of the creation and explanation of the expressiveness of words and 
« metings. For, if the meanings of words were to be accepted according 
to the “Arthavada ( the sacrificer is stone’ for instance), there would be 


“a direct contradiction of the Injunction (as whenever an action will yA 
« enjoined as to be performed by the“ Sacrificer,’ we would represent 7258 


; ; we do 
‘© action as done by a piece of stone). Hence the clause—‘ because 


" RG „ x mean that, in- 
not perceive any contradiction, &c.’—may be taken 75 „ Ipjunclion, ak 


“agsmuch as we do not find the aforesaid contradiction of 
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the actual performance of the sacrifice (i. e., as we do not find a piece of 
“ stone substituted in place of the sacrificer) we conclude that Arthuradus 
cannot be accepted as regulating the significations of words. 

On the point at issue, our position is supported by such authors as 
“Manu and others, who speak of the cotton sacred thread of the Brah- 
“mana being threefold (trivrt), with a threefold (trivrt) knot.’ 


“ Hence we conclude that if not stronger, the ordinary Usage caunot 
be denied to be equal in authority to the Veda.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply: That signification of the word 
which is based upon the scriptures is decidedly the more authoritutive; 
because the knowledge of Dharma, which consists of certain means and con. 
sequences, is gained by means of the scriptures alone. Even the significa. 
tion of words that is based upon the Arthavada is stronger in author. 
ity than ordinary usage; because the particular Artkhaväda (describing the 
fact of the sacrifice having become a horse, &c., &c.), has no other Purpose 
save that of explaining the particular meaning of the word ‘ aguabaluh,’ 
If a certaiu signification is once adopted in the Veda, whether it be 


secondary or Primary, it is on] that whi 
of accomplishing Dharma. y which can be accepted as the means 


As for the word 


A . Similar] „though the word stoma,’—} 
ordinary expressions as Brahkmanastorna 5 found to signify 7 jou ve 
in the ae of such Words as ‘stoma,’ « trivrt,’ and the like, we cannot but 
8 0 sie ray Significations; because (1) we-find the Veda making 
such 91 0 a at as ‘the stoma is trivrt, (threefold), ‘the stoma is 
ſifteenfold'; (2) the Persons versed in Sacrifices have laid down that slomu 


is the cue ae . the Prayer; and (3) we find the grammarians 
jaying do ab the affix ‘da’ is added to the word ‘stung’ 


simply for the sake of its convection with the words ‘ fifteen’ and : 
„ t 2 
(which distinctly shows that the word ‘ stoma’ is to be 8 8 ps He 
the threefold or fifteenfold measure of the Prayer). j 
As fur the declaration of Manu that has been cited in the Pūrvapaksha. 
ns the assertions of human beings : 


depend upon those significations that 
are founded upon ordinary usage, as also upon those adopted in the Veda, it 


is not to be wondered at that Manu has used a word in the ordinary popular“ 
sense. Or, even in that Passage the word triert ma y be taken in the sense 
of ‘ninefuld’; specially because, us a matter of fact, cach thread of the sacred 
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throad is actually made up of nine-fold threads. The same may also be anid 
in the case of the ‘trirrt’ character of the string (which may 55 held to be 
ee): Or, we may have recourse to the reasoning that, inasmuch as 
ae eae igh ‘ terre! has been ſonnd to be used in ie eek of i nine’ with 
Wiens 5 0 ae Stotriya verses, it can be used only in such cases where 
a Reset araber mines in enges whore the objec referred 
ar 2 it the Vedic signification to be second- 
ary, and the popular fication to b i ; 

inasmuch Fopalar signi sy on to 5 the primary one; and in such cases, 
this in er the popular sig nification is the primary one, we should accept 
a pre erenco to the Vedic sense, —a point that we shall explain in detail 

n Sūtra (the 10th). 
base ae same manner, the word ‘carn’ having its unreasonuble mnlti- 
aaa 1 0 xpr essivencss barred, it comes to be restricted to a single meaning ; 
5 8 single meaning is necessarily accepted to be ‘ cooked rice,’ which 
: a etioned by the Veda as well as by the usage of per din the 
Rerificial science. persons verse 

iios E 8 words ‘agvabalah’ and ‘aikshavi,’ inasmuch as their signi- 
5 8 of reed’ and ‘ the root of the reed’ respectively, belong to the 

Conventionally taken as Indep endent wholes (apart from any idea of 

0 ir com ponent parts), and are sanctioned by the usage of the Veda, they 
annot but be admitted to have an authority greater than that of the ordinary 
a 5 mennings, which are based upon the significations of the com- 
the nt parts of the words (which are admitted by all to be weaker than 
de significations that are based upon convention through and through). 
5 from this, too, we conclude the signification sanctioned by the Veda 
ave a greater authority than that of popular signification. 

. In the case of the ‘ Cyéna’ sacrifice which has been compared to the 
2 7 bird, though the word Cyéva’ in this connection cannot but bo held 
ak ave been accepted as the name of the sacrifice, only by secondary or 
ae signification, yet it is this secondary signification (of the name of 
08 5 that is accepted, in such passages as the other procedures 
nen y like those of the ena; where the word ‘Cyena’ is taken to 
nimni 15 Cyéna sacrifica, though it is the secondary figurative meaning ; 
of ply because as sanctioned by the scriptures, it cannot but be accepted 98 

greater authority, in matters relating to Dharma. 

ù 85 though the signification is an indirect and secondary one, yet it 
ae mee ee because as sanctioned by the Veda, it cannot by 
9 iL aa © set aside. A meaning that ig accepted by the Veda can 
indirect set aside by anyone, no matter whether it be the secondary or the 
one, or got at by a splitting of the sent z 8 
hes Nor can the Adkhikarara, as thus explai enco, . mere repe- 
tition of what is going to be explained u ned, be snid to be? 9; because 
nder the Sütra j—iv—-2 , : 
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in the case treated of here, there is no doubt with regard to any of the two 


significations considered. That is to say, just as there is no doubt with 

regard to the popular signification being correct with regard to its own 

objects, so too there is none with regard to the Vedic signification ; and 

hence there is every likelihood of the latter being set aside by the former 

8 se the Sutra I~iv—29 deals with cases of doubtful significations of 
rds). 


For these reasons, we conclude that it is the signification based 
upon the scriptures that has the superior authority; and it dess 
resemble stray po 


: ; popular usages, which are scattered far apart, and of... 
mixed (with mistakes and inaccuracies). = 


` 
A. va aw 


1 oe ADHIKARANA (6). 
[Treating of the authority of words as used by the Mlécchas.] 


Sutra (10). (The word ased by the Mleccha) should be 
ze cognised as sancti oned by the Yeda, because there is no contra- 
ction of any authority. 


5 are certain words (used even in the Veda) that are not in use 
wie, the people of Arydvarta: (1) And we now proceed to consider 
the M ee not we should accept the meaning that is given to them by 
; has, (2) The second point for consideration is whother greater 

ae Sublicriby) is to be attached to the meaning that may be got out of the 
pee p g “ological or grammatical roots and bases of these worda, or to that which 
ye sanctioned by usage among the Aflécchas. Even though the authority 

1 of the supporters of the latter is distinctly wenker, yet it appears to be 
Dore authoritative; because of the fact of the conventional meaning of 
8 . word as a whole being admittedly more authoritative (than that 
5 got at grammatically or etymologically). And we have now got 


to consider the point as to, between the weakness of the supporters and 
the inherent strength of the word itself, which should carry the greater 


ay 1 The third point that will have to 

5 1 ba is whether greater authority atta l 
the ugh the etymological and grammatical basis o J, as 

| | bei one sanctioned by the scriptures, or is it the less authoritative, 883 
io due to the breaking up of the component parts of the word. 


Thus the > ae 
the following there being many doubtful points on the subject, 


be considered, in connec- 
ches to the meaning got 
f the word, as being 


we have 


PURVAPAKESHA. 

“ The meaning got from the etymological and grammatical bases be 
mezenter authority; because even though this would be a newly asst 
be Lanes yet, as being based upon (gramm: 

“th eld to have a greater authority. For certainly, 
© authority of that which bas & proper basis, ovon th 
28 ame 


“oa 


t 
t 
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“ that has got to be newly assumed, than that of one which, though well- 
“ established, is faulty in its origin. 


“ How could words occurring in the Veda be taken in the sense 5 
is recognised only among the Mlscchas ? Specially when the very 15 5 
“ of a Mléccha, makes us stop our recitation of the Veda. Nor is it allow 


“able for the people of Aryavarta to bave a conversation or consultation 
“with the Mlscch 


a; and hence how could we ever come to know the 
“sense in which an 


y word may be current among them ? 
“ Thus then, not knowin 


Miécchas) would 
“ tries ; and there 


“ taries and grammars, this 
two or three Gays, a contrary u 
“out. 


d rejected, if afte ` 
sage of the Mlscchas ha 


Ppened to be fouùg 
“On the other hand, if we totally reject the authority of the usages of 

“the Mlécchas, then it would be quite practicable t 

“rogard to the gj 


and this 
the existence or 
short time; and 
their use in the 
d not fing any 
e commentarie: 


e usages of tlie.. 


also would come to have 
gs (with regard to which we coul 
r the sake of the usefulness of thes 
“ &., N becomes a necessity to reject the authority of th 
“ Mlécchy: N. 


a And again 


meanings 
ve distorted the forms of Words, 
a single sanskrta (or correct) word in use 


N ` 
“ because we do 5 among 


‘6 them. \ ' h ; 
“Though there are a few words in use among them that appear like 
“ sanskrta words, yet these are found to be u 


sed in senses other than 
“ those recognised by us; and as even theso are used without the neces- 
“gary affixes, &., they are not properly expressive; and as such they 
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“can never be held to have any real denotation. Even when an Arya 
“attempts to find traces of his own (sanskrta) words among those of the 
“ Mlécchas, he can only find them by grouping together the letters of two 
different words (e. g., in ‘a custom,’ they find the sanskrla word ēka’); and 
“sometimes he finds therein his own words, either a little too short, or one 
“ too long. 

“ As for example, in the Dravida language, though all words are used 
“as ending in the consonant, yét the Aryas are found to assumein them 
“the affixes, &., that can be appended only to words ending in vowels; 
“and thence make the words give a sense, in accordance with their own 
“(sanskrta), language. For instance, when the Dravidas call rice,’ 
“cor, the Arya reads in it his own word ‘cora’ (thief), and comprebends 
“ the meaning accordingly. And when the Dravidas call the road ‘ atar, 
“he reads it as ‘atarah,’ and declares that as the road is difficult to cross, 
“it is really ‘atara’ (uncrossable). Similarly they call the snake ‘pap,’ 
“and he takes it as ‘ papa’ (evil), and argues that the snake is really an 
“evil animal. So, too, in the case of the word ‘ mal’ which they use in 
“the sense of the woman, the word is taken as ‘mala.’ The word 
“ ‘vair,’ used by them in the sense of the stomach, is taken as. vatra 
“ (enemy); and the use is justified on the ground of the hungry man 
“ being capable of doing many sinful deeds, which proves that the stomach 
“is an enemy of the man. 

“Thus then, when the Arya stands in need of such groundless assump- 
“ tions, even in the case of the words current among the Dravidas (who 
“inhabit a part of Aryavarta itself),—how could we ever reasonably 
“ deduce sapskria words from those current among such distant peoples 
“as the Parsis, the Barbaras (Barbarians), the Yavanas (Greeks), the Rau- 
“ makas (Romans), and the like. 

Hence we conclude that those words of the Miscchas that are accepts 
“ed (or used) by the Aryas can never be fully trusted in the ascertain- 
“ment of words or their meanings. While those meanings, that are got 
“from the etymological or grammatical bases of the words pika, 
“‘néma,’ and the like—, can be the only true ones.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this, we make the following reply: Hven among the epi 
if we find the word used by them to be exactly the one sone? g 15 
eda, we cannot but accept the sense that is imparted to it N 
(in cases where the word is entirely foreign to our own paso wale 
As for the distorted forms of words, however, that meen 8 
8 V VV moni ys certain word, 
easily discern the real from the unreal. But when we find ® 
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‘pika’ instance, used in the Veda and its subsidiary sciences, and then 
Lemar we fnd exactly the same word current among the 1 
used by them as having a certain definite signification, —we can ac A 
the word to have the same meaning in the Veda also; specially as suc 
ignification is not contrary to any other authority. 

i E That ia to say, in re case of such words as] “ pika,” “ nema,” and 
the like, when met with in the Veda, in connection with certain sacri- 
fices, when the matter is duly pondered over, if a person happens to X 
conversant with the two languages, he finds that the words are 
in a certain sense among the Mlscohas; and from this he can reasonably 


take them in the same sense in the Veda. also; specially when such inter- 


pretation is not against the authority of the Veda with regard to Dharma. 


p inter ion of the Sūtra). And again, the astion of man 
3 . Alsager of the relation between the 
meanings and the words (used in the Injunction addressed to him), it is 
quite reasonable for him, with a view to the correct comprehension of the 
sentence, to have recourse to any usage that he may come across, Hence 


in the case of the words Pika; &., the sense, in which we find them used 
by the Mleochas, not being against a 


ny authorities, must be admitted to be 
pointed out by the Veda, itself, : 


— 
_ (The ard intepretation of the Sutra). The word ‘coditam’ (laid down 
pointed ont) may be taken with “pramanena,’ i.e., ‘v8déna,’ (by the authority 
of the Veda); and the meaning then would be that, inasmuch as such 
ted out by the Veda, it can very well be 
t against the Aryas, who actually stand in 
for the proper understanding of certain Vedic 


such usa 
texts). 80 ( 


. When such words as ‘loma’ (hair) are used in the Veda, the 
Priests themselves do not quite understand what the word exa 
denotes; and they ascertain its 


ctly 
act $ ferri 
people (always of the lowest exact meaning only by re erring to 


such 
i Classes) as are always engaged in kill. 

ing animals (whose authority is acce ted int ; 
able). In the same manner, it is pig zu the point as unimpeach- 


z is laid d in th 
the ‘Nishadéshti, it is only a f own in the Veda, that at 


alse coin that can be given as the fi 
gift; and the point, as to whether or not any particular coin ig faleo, iy 


decided on the sole authority of persons (always of very low character 
who carry on a business in such coins, Exactly in the same manner, 
when we find such words as Pika, nẽma, ‘ tamarasa,’ used in the Veda, 
and find that we cannot ascertain their meaning eith 


er from the Veda 
itself or from the usages of the Aryas, we can certainly accept the meanings 


2. 


e 
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imparted to them by the Mlécchas. Specially as such acceptance would 
be quite in keeping with our own authority; as it would not be 
contrary to our theory that the eternal significations of eternal words 
can be ascertained by means of the usages of men (and certainly tho 
Mlēcchas are also men). ; 

It has been argued above that the scripture being stronger in its 
authority the usage of the Mleccha cannot be accepted. But this is 
scarcely correct; because when there is no contradiction, there is no harm 
in accepting the weaker; that alone is to be totally rejected which, on 
the very face of it, is distinctly untrue, and incapable of any support, 
exactly like the perception of the mirage and the like. And that (Usage 
of the Mlsccha), which is rejected as unauthoritative on the sole ground 
of its being contrary to the stronger authority (of the Veda or of Arya 
usage),—cannot but be accepted as authoritative, when there is no such 
Contradiction. And certainly we can find no contradiction in the casc 
of the words ‘ pika, Go., with regard to which we know of no, other usage 
(among the Aryas) that could ba contradicted. 

It is for this very reason that in the case of th 
Sentences, we can assert the superior authority of o 


learned Aryas as are bearing upon the words and objects in question. 
That is to say, it is only when tbere is a usage among the Aryas, that we 
Accept it as of superior authority ; and the assertion of such authority in the 
absence of the usage itself would be exactly like a description of the strength 
of tho son of a barren woman. For instance, in the case of the Smrti 
passages dealing with the Ashtaka, &., which relate to things transcenden- 
tal, and have their origin in the Veda,—as also in the case of the words 
‘cow,’ Go., and their meanings,—it is true that the Aryas are more trust- 
worthy and more competent. But in the case of the werds ‘pika’ and 
the like, all that the Arya usage does, is to point out that they are ords 
expressive of certain meanings, withont hinting anything as to what these 
meanings are; and it is here that the operation of the Arya usage ceases 7 
Cousequently, then, we ascertain these meanings from the usages of tho 
lécchas,—these usages too, like the words, being such as pertain to the 

relations of words and meanings, based upon a beginningless use of the words 
for the purpose of the accomplishment of the comprehension of visible 
objects. And in this there is no contradiction of any higher authority Fen 
on the other hand, a distinctly useful purpose (in the shape of the under ee 
Standing of the Vedic text) is served. cone mag 

As for the commentaries, &c., we do not find them pointing ` BOA 
other meanings of the words in question, which would perve y aae of 
(of understanding the Veda), and thereby enable us to reject the aan 
others (vie., the Mlécchas). And there can be no doubt that a usag 


© meaning of Vedic 
nly such usages of the 
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e 
is already well-established is more authoritati 
assumed; and hence, 
for the latter. 


As for the comparative. strength of the upholders of different usages 


(viz, the Mlécchas and the Aryas), the superior authority of the latter 
has been laid down only in matters r 


elating to Dharma directly ; as for the 
ordinary worldly things, such as agriculture and the like, all usages 
are equally authoritative. Consequently, in matters relating to menial 


service, house-buildiog, and the like, we can freely admit the superior 
authority of the Mlscchas. 


In matters relating to the correct forms of words, however, we find 
that the Mlsechas are not very expert, and as such likel 


y to be gradually 
losing the correct forms; and hence now no longer able to discern tho 
correct from the incorrect.. Bat if a certain word happens to retain 


its original correct form, even in their Usage, this use of theirs would be as 
eternally traditional as any words in Arya usage; and as such how could 
ho set them aside? Specially in the cases of such words as ‘patrorna ’ 
(a: ‘silken or jute fabric), Searavtina’ (armour) and the like, as these 
articles are produced only in the Mlaccha countries, if they did not point 
out what they meant, how aL ri comprehend the words ? 
e Usage of 
of an inferior authori t: ge of the Mléccha cannot be held to be 


ve than that which is newly 
so long as we have the former, there can be no room 


other commentaries, 


8, and that, too 


Grammar does is to point out t 18 5 „ the worda 
their significations fully known; N for 
meaning of a word ig Pointed out. be 88 
and Grammar) cannot serve to 905 oe 
when dealing with subjects oth 
above). 


In the case of a word, where we fai 


; d be confuse 
forma, and as such giviug rise to many doubts, yet when 


there are no other 
means at our disposal, we cannot but haye recourse to them. 
Nor vean it be urged that, inasmuch as the Nirukta, 


&., would hot 


&c., they. ba, 
shed facts and things, and that mer ony in 
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help in pointing out the meanings of words, they would be useless. Because 
they have their use in helping in the proper accomplishment of sacrifices: 
which is possible only by means of a kuowledge of the Veda with all its 
subsidiary sciences. For instance, we read in the Mahabharata: “ Being 
great and relating tothe family of Bharata, this work is called the ‘Maha- 
bharata’; and one who knows this signification of the word, becomes freed 
from all sins.” 


And (1) inasmuch as the accomplishment of such results as Heaven 
and the like are brought about by means of only such actions as are per- 
formed with a full knowledge of 


them, derived from the Veda as aided 
by its six subsidiary sciences, the Nirukta and the like ;—and (2) as even 
though the forms of the words themselves are known, yet the real 
transcendental results do not follow, until one has duly comprehended the 
Sentence with the help of a due cognition of the meauings of words, 
as pointed out by the component roots, &c., which are explained in 


the Nirukta,—we conclude that even with regard to the comprehension 
of such words 


: (‘pika,’ &.), as are used among the Mlécchas only, the 
Nirukta, &. 


. » are not without their use (which lies in the helping towards 
the proper accomplishment of the transcendental results). 


—— 7 —ͤä——— gt —— — 


ADHIKARANA iy AY 
THERE is xo INDEPENDENT AUTHORITATIVENESS IN THE KaLrasü nas. 


Sutra (11). I it be urged that “they constitute the Science of 
rituals.“ 

Wich reference to the Kalpasiitras, we Proceed to consider the following 
points: A 

( 2 0 8 0 like the Veda, the Kalpasiitras are self-sufficient in their 

Fan 55 ja €y, like the Mantras and the Brahmanas, a part of the 

eda itse iry i 
is Inquiry is necessary, because) the case of these Sutras 
mrii, inasmuch ag they are mere compilations 


Serve to point them out. They are called 


dure, and the 3 ing down (kalpandt) of the sacrificial proce- 
TA repy helping in the accomplishment of sacrifices; and the 


tions; and they contain arguments and instances (i 
lay down) ; hence it is only that which fulfils these Conditions that can b 
called a Sutra; such are the works compiled by Agvalayana, Vaijava 5 
Drahyayani, Lãtiya, and Katyayana. yy 
[A] And there is a great difference between the status of tho Kalpa- 
sūtras and that of the ordinary Smrtis; because, while the former lay down 
tho rules of sacrificial procedure exactly as are pointed out in the Vedic 
texts that are directly available, the latter are compilations based presump- 
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ably upon such Vedic texts as have become lost, and whose existence 
can at best be only inferred ; and for this reason the authority of the Talpa- 
sutras could not be made dependent entirely upon the arguments that 
have been brought forward ina previous Adhikarana in support of the 
authority of the Smrtis. 

Firstly, because in that Adhikarana, the Pirvapaksha, as contained in the 
first Sütra of this Pada, bases its arguments upon the fact of the Smrtis not 
being based upon the Veda; and this could not be urged against the Kalpa- 
sütras; because texts in support of these are directly available in the Veda; 
rae for this reason they cannot be said to be devoid of Vediv authority. 
„ because the Pirvapakshu cannot declare these Silras to bo 
5 0 oiy alse, as it does iu the case of the Smrtis, In the Adhikarana on 
8 a Pirvapaksha having urged the unauthoritative character of 
Sagt = 15 ground of their having no basis in the Veda, 5 
Vaio. 1 e their authority as being based upon 5 a i 
advisedly ; Beea pa the Kalpasztras have not been e 
PAA © arguments of that Parvapaksha are not applien 

1 ey cannot be said to bo- agabda,’ ‘non-Vedic’). * ; 
Sie 1 aay prosent Adhikarana also, we are nob 55 
. cee ie of these Séras, (because there 5 
e be iat we proceed to prove is the fact that they 

Own, as apart from that of the Veda. 


— — 


K Pn ; 955 we may admit that the former Adhikarana also refers to the 
11805 8 ie ; and the present one applies to the Smrlis also; because these 
kar 00 have no independent authority of their own. (Tho former Adhi- 

za may be taken to have established the authoritative character of tho 


Smrtis, as also of the Kalpasitras, and the present proving tho fact of none 
E 


of these two haviug an authority apart from the Veda). 


„ if the Smrtis be admitted to have any authority in ™ 
ae 0 Dharma, then they would either become the Veda itsolf, © 
equal to the Veda in authority; and as such they could be said to have an 


authority of their own, independently of,inferred corroborative Vedic texts. 


atters 
r bo 


, [C]. Or, by the word ‘prayogagastra’ we can take tho 3 
Sciences of (Ciksha, &o). And these may be considered equal to da: The 
Specially as the Smrtis have spoken of them ns being the oe 


f : 14. 8 opt 
name g is applied to the Mantra and tho Brahman, and: some people 
9 ae 
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apply it to all the six subsidiary sciences,” where it is clearly stated that 
the subsidiary sciences are also called the ‘Veda,’ And hence, the convic- 
tion might very well arise, that these also are the Veda, having an 
independent authority of their own. And for these reasons, it becomes 
absolutely necessary to consider the matter from a different standpoint. 


— 


[D]. Or, the Adhikarana may be taken altogether differently, as 
dealing with tho scriptures of the Bauddhas. The character of the Smrti 
having been denied to them 
taken as similar 
has got to be set aside. 
“The scriptures of the 


as to the eternal 
delineated in them.” Thus, then, if these B. 
as eternal as the Veda, then even those 


laid down in them would be such ag Rave the 


(of Dh wardens of Smrti 

ge. (0 arma) would now enter it 

highway (of the Veda). enter it by the open 
Thus, then, all the above four 


Kalpasitvas would apply to all o 


z is reason thai 
Bhiashya has cited the Kalpasiitras only, at the 


On the question of the status of the Kalpasatras, 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


we have the following— 
[A]. Kalpasttras, 


c À Veda can never be deni 
“ Or, they may be taken as entirely independe 


nt of the Veda, having an 
“authority of their own, as the Veda itself has sanctioned thei 


t authority 
“in matters relating to Dharma. Or, they may bo taken as the 


Veda, itself, 
“on the ground of there being many points of agreement between them 
“and the Veda. 


nce of 
ed to them, 


3 ‘ 9 
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“It may be argued that, on account of their having been composed by 
„human authors, they can be admitted neither to be the Veda itself, nor- 
“ to be equal to the Veda in authority, But we can prove the fact of their 
“ being independent of human agency, exactly as we have done with regard 
“to the Veda; the names of ‘ Maçaka’ and the rest (as pertaining to the 
“ Kalpasūiras) may be explained on the same grounds as the names 
“< Kathaka,’ &., as pertaining to the Veda. That is to say, just as the 
“ Vedic texts repeated by Katha having come to be known by the name of 
% Käthaka, the appliention of the name does not debar us from proving 
“the eternality of these texts; in the same manner, we could also hold the 
“ eternality of the Kalpasitras that have only been repeated by Magaka and 
“others. Or, just as in the case of the different Samas, even though each 
j of them is called after a distinct Rshi, that does not serve to deprive them 
5 their eternality; so, in the same manner, the fact of the Kalpasttras 

being called after certain persons cannot deprive them of theirs. 
ee Because, even in the case of the Kalpasiitras, we do not find any jia 
15 8 of authors that are not Rshis ; and as for the authorship of Rs = 
a Zoe a fact common to these Sutras and the Veda. For instance, were 0 
f with regard to the mantra called Caigava: It is called Caigava, rat = 
PE FOA wasa child, and yet an author among the composers © t : 
y manira where it is clear that the word composer or ‘author ean . 
“ i 0 Angiras having brought the particular KEAN of 
“the Kal manner, the word author as applied to the co N 

8 . may be taken as signifying ‘one who uses. % of the 

10 Brahm, — with the injunction of the daily duties ° 


houl 

read (in the Veda):—« i is, the Brahmanss™ 

“read the Veda’ ah 92 1 a) knowing this, the ails of this 
ce 


jus 
ct study, the Passage continues— he should read the Rk, the me 
the Bra&hmanas, the Itihasas and Puranas, the Kalpas 3 ee 


se 


ing a 1 Dharma by m 
hen again, (1) beea 
“ Aruna and the Partgara nae 
e x 7 i 
por Sons learned in the Sacrifices accept these Brähmanas to 4 90 e es 
10 ene same authority as the Kalpas belonging to the Gakhas 94 15 tho 
10 ee „on; and (3) because a fow mantras Baten 3 of the 
„ Upas are Actually employed at sacrifices, exactly like tlie wanfr 


. 3 hie Veda 
e or Gakhis,— we cannot but accept the Kulpas to be equal to a a 
iu authority, : x 


. 
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“Then, again, the word @rshéya’ is accepted as synonymous n 
eternal; and all the Kalpās are known as ‘ Grshéya ;’ (and this also points 
“ to their eternal character) i 


“ The authors of the Kalpasūtras too—such as Lati and Drabyayani— 


“while dealing with the authority of the Kalpas, have declared that 
“the Māçaka Kalpa is found to lay down that which is directly PRA 
“tiblo; and as such being an ärsha, it does not stand in need of the 
“assumption of corroborative texts; this shows that they eas 
“admitted the authority of the Arsha Kalpa to be superior to the 
“ injunctions contained in the Brähmanas. Katyayana also, in the section 
‘dealing with the Lakshanasuira, has declared, in the closing sentences 
“of the section on the hymns laid down in the Brahmanas as to 
„be sung at the sacrifices,—'we will not act according to the 
‘injunctions of the Brähmapas as apart from the Kal 


pas, as we will, in 
“ accordance with those contained in the Magaka Kalpa’ So, too, in connec- 
“tion with the Prayaniya Sama Sung at the Agnishtoma, it is laid down 


in the Pancavinga-Brahmana’ that there is an option between the 
“ Yajnayajniya and the Jarabodhiya Samas ; hence either the one or the 
‘other may be sung; but urider 


the Sūtra ‘ Jarasat, Katyayana has laid 
“down that the Jarabodhiya Sama is to be sung as the third from the 
“ Gayatra Sama, as Occurring mong the seven Samas 


20 that constitute the 
“ Arbhava Hymn (and haven 


(3 othing to do with the Prayaniya), In connec. 
“tion with the Arbhara Hymn, the Sāme that appears next after the 
“ Gayatra, has been named by him Sam; and next after this he men- 


quoting a part of the first 
by means of the word dha’ which i 


And certainly, ik Kā 
superior to the Kalpa, 


“ nnbesitatingly have accepted the ‘option that is distinctly 1 


“in the Brähmana. 


„And certainly the rule, that has been laid down by such a person 
“as Katyayana, who is known to have been learned in many Vedas, can 
“ never be declared to be illogical, by people like o 


urselves (who have not 
“stndied a single Veda fully). Even the Veda itse 


lf has declared the 
« unimpeachable authority of the declarations of grent teachers; and cert 
“the authors of the Subsidiary Sciences were all ‘great teachers. 
Again, just as all rescensions of the Veda aro n to be equal 
in iheir authority, on the ground of their agreeing with one another,. 
5 ; n the same manner, and on the same ground, we could accept the Ka 


« satras to be equal to tho Veda, in authority. 


aid down 


ainly 


Ipa. 


8 
S ee 


Hare Lyd wae +. 
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“ Even the assertions of untrustworthy persons are accepted as 
“true, when found to be corroborated by other means of knowledge; how, 
“ then, can it be denied in the case of the assertions of persons universally 
“held to be truthful ? specially when the assertions of such persons, are 
“found to be in keeping with those in the Veda, and thereby ascertained 
to be trae,—who can reasonably declare otherwise ? , 

“And again, as a matter of fact, we find the persons learned in 
“sacrifices to be performing sacrifices ‘by the help of the Kalpas, even 
“ without (any knowledge of) the Veda; while with the help of the Mantra 
“and Brahmana portions of the Veda, without that of the Kalpas, they 
“are never able to perform any. 

“The authority of long-established tradition, too, is equal in the two 
“cases of the Muntra and the Kalpa, as is shown by the details laid 
“down in connection with the injunction of Vedic study,—the sentence 
“above quoted containing the name of the Kalpas, together with those 
“of the Mantra, the Brahmana and the rest. And the agents of tradition 
“(ie the genteel people of our own day), as also the students of the 
“Veda, are found to be making as great efforts to learn the Kalpasiitras, 
“as they do in that of the Mantra and the Brahmana. - 5 
7 “As the uses of the different Portions of the Veda keep on . 
“ ously revolving, like the moving of a pulley, no Veda is held to 

complete in all its parts, without the K. alpasūtras. 


“ ‘ Hence, we conclude that this science of Rituals, the Kalpasiitras, q., 
must be either the Veda itself, or equal to the Veda in authority. 


— . 
5 [B and CJ. Kalpasztras and Smrtis. ter of 
8 The above arguments would also prove that the greene 
a the Veda belongs to the ordinary Smrtis, as also to the six Su equal 
; Sciences ; or these too, like the Kalpasitras, may be held to be 285 
i: to it in authority. How can any person knowing the Veda gene al- 
a Character of the science or Scripture Method to such Smrtis as have a 
ways been known as Dharmaçãstra (scripture of Dharma) ? Specially 11 


“ the Vedas, its six Subsidiary Sciences, and the Dharmapästras, ane 


$ counted together, by persons knowing the Veda, as constituting 

Fourteen Sciences. ions laid 
1 „And further, just as we find Mantras pointing to the ena laid 
down in the Brahmanas, so also we find Mantras pointing to gene 
“ down in the Dharmagästras—such as the Ashtakā and . 
4 ume manner, such penances,—as the performance of the distinctly 
E saorifice, the Krechra, tho Candrayana and the liko, e eee 

Pointed out by Vedio Mantras, how can they be said to be the yon 
“ the Veda? Then again,. tho description in the Mantras of the 


59 7 5 
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“ Brahmana boy as being without his Cikha, which speaks of the absence 
“ of his Cikha as a well-established fact, cannot but be taken as authorising 
“ the tonsure of the Brahmana, which is clearly enjoined in the Smrtis ; and as 
“such how could this ronsmre ceremony be said to be contrary to the Veda p 

“Thus then, why should we seek to assume Vedic texts in support 
“of the Smrit injunctions, when these latter themselves can be accepted 
“either as Veda itself, or equal to it in authority. If we have to assumea 
“ Vedic text, the fact of the injunction being based upon the Veda would 
“make it necessary for us to accept the injunction as eternal ; and cer- 
“tainly it is mach better to assert its eternality, just as it is found in the 
“ Smrti, without calling in che intermediate aid of the Vedic text. And 
„certainly, the Smrti-injunctions being themselves well-established facta, 
“it is far easier to admit them to be eternal in themselves; or they may 
be accepted to be Veda itself, ou the ground of their dealing with the 
“ the same subjects as the Veda. 


“Consequently then, inasmuch as we do not find an 
“these Smrtis, even during thousands of years, we cannot admit them to 
“be non-eternal, but based ‘upon an eternal basis. Because, as n 
“matter of fact, it is far more rensonable to assume that the texts as we 
„find them in the Smrtis are the very same that we assume to be present 


| “in the Veda (and this does away with the assumption of a-different text 
for each Smrti-injunction). 


“ And it stands to reason that, while laying down their teachings for the 
“sake of students learned in the Veda, 


Manu and others could not but 
“ have brought forward the direct texts of the Vedas themselves. Conse- 
“quently, it would appear that these authors, in their compilations, havo 
“only brought together the Vedic texts themselves. For in the presence of 


“the Vedic texts (whose existence all parties admit), who could accept their 
“counterparts (as put together in the Smrtis) ? 


“ Then again, inasmuch as we do not find any counterparts of the 
“ Dharmagastras composed, even till now, we cannot admit the composition 
“of any ooun torparta of (he Vedas. Tt may be argued that Manu and others 
„did not bring together the Vedic texts themselves, for, in 80 doing, they 
would have disturbed the continuity of the verbal text of the Veda; be, 
“by arguing on these lines, we would have to admit that they did not 

com pose the Smréis. Because when they did nob dare to quote the Vedic 

“texts in parts,—how could they have ever thought of writin 

“to replace the Veda itself ? ue 
“Tt is a fact admitted on all hands that the actions laid down in the 

u Yeda can bring about their proper results, only when they aro learnt 
f the Veda itself; and not from those that are learnt from other works 

“ from f Raae 1 actions inferred fr 

of human anthors ; as these would be similar to the ac erred from 


y beginning of 


S a work, 


i 
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7 9 85 eens of the Vedic mantras, And it is evident that Mana and 
N 5 not 5 rn counterparts of the Mantras, simply be- 
“ Mant y were Bure of the fact of the incapability of such counterpart 
7 : antras to bring about proper results; and on the same grounds, it must 
i e held that they could not have composed the counterparts of the Brah- 
i rapas either ; as they know it equally well that Actions that are not 

aid down in the Veda do not bring about proper results. 
a Pal can it be held that the Smriis are the orderly collections of 
a 2 1 8 scattered in different portions of the various Vedas (and as 
7 $a 7 ey would be the products of human agency). Because the Smriis 
“is to tinge y recognised as independent works of a certain form. That 
“th Say, it is far more reasonable to hold that there is a distinct Veda in 
5 form of the Smrtis themselves, than to assume that they havo 

their basis in assumed Vedic texts. 
9 5 oe 5 it is clear that the fact of the Smrtis constituting the 
92 1 5 of ction (Prayoga-pastra) cannot but be admitted, if they are to be 
“has Ls 1 having any authority with regard to Dharma. For when it 
“its sole 8 ascertained that Dharma ts that which has the Veda jor 
„ cannot be hority, anything that is not Veda, even if it be a Brahmane, 

“Th 1 5 e any authority regarding Dharma. 

“ with r ae en, it must be admitted, either that these Smrtis have no use 
et no 1 to Dharma, or that they are so many Vedas; there can be 
“the 555 course, It cannot be rightly held that they point 15 
40 Beente 15 and yet have to point to Vedic texts for their anne. 
" Words 110 Sear, authority extends only so far as the significations of 1 
“have 15 ow. (That is to say, in that case, the whole force of the Smrti wi 
„solute! een taken up in Pointing to the Vedic text, and they will be ab- 
ite ous y 5 of any action with regard to Dharma). Specially as, 
“D) ake the words of the Smrtis, renounce that (direct mention of 
5 Se al which they distinctly signify, and oint to that (corroborative 
a edic text) which is not signified by them, 185 the ground of the incon- 
i 1 oF the directly siguified menning),—then (we ask), inasmuch 23 
“Of Dy er assumed Vedic text is also made to signify the same (mention 
ean Allee that had been previously signified by the Smrti text, oe 
“Sot 38 re be said to be an inconsistency in this latter (which could p 
“ asido by the said assumption)? (for if the mention of the particular 
10 When ia inconsistent, it is as much so when signified by the 5 i = 
“the expressed by an assumed Vedic text). Hence, we tonal 1 
“ 1 of that Dharma which is directly mentioned by ge 
“a itself, this text cannot but havo an authority of its own, 

ontly of any intercession of the Veda. > 
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[D]. Bauddha Scriptures. 
“ The fact of the works of Buddha and others being Smrtis rE 
s been` set aside (in a previous Adhikarana), we proceed to 1 304 
“ they have the character of the Scripture of Action (Prayogagiis ’ 
“as such are so many Vedas. f 
5 „Ws can prove the eternality of the Bauddha scriptures by sa 
“ of the same arguments that have been brought forward to prove be 
“eternality of the Veda. As in the Vedas, so in these scriptures also, 


“ these scriptures, it only shows that they were explained (and not 


Angirasa and the like dre 
In short, whatever arguments 

“ may be brought forward to establish the authority of the Veda, can all 
be used in proving that of the Bauddhæ scriptures. 


aracter of the Scripture of Action belongs to the Veda, so too 
“can it be qui 


ite reasonably asserted by the Mimäüsaka to belong to the 
“ Bauddha scriptures.” f 


SIDDHANTA. 
To all this, we make the following reply : 


Sutra (12). Not so ; because of the want of proper regularity, 
dt is Purvapaksha [Dj 
above appears to be distinctly irregular 
As a matter of fact, with regard to an 


hat one is having a dis 
with another person, it often happens that fresh arguments cross u 


disputant’s mind, being occasioned at that very time, by the re 
urged by his opponent. Hence it so happens that though the person 
may be fully cognisant of his own standpoint, yet he is tempted to 
bring forward counter-arguments to those urged by his opponent, even 
though in so doing, they retain a mere semblance of his own theory. 


cussion 
P in the 
asonin 


— — 
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Thus it is that the Cakyas, Vaibhasikas and other Buddhistic sects, 
being afraid of thearguments put forward by the Mimansaka, lose their heads 
completely, and make the astounding declaration that their scripture alsois 
eternal. They have such a hatred for the Veda, that they can never allow 
it any precedence over their own scriptures; and desiring to bare 
upon this fact of non-precedence of the Veda, the truthfulness of such 
assertions of theirs as are contrary to those of the Veda, they declare even 
those of their assertions as speak of ‘non-slaughter,’ &c., to be independent 


be 


“the Veda, taking their stand upon pure reasoning. But in that case, 
their scriptures, being as they are composed by human authors, come to 
be taken as unauthoritative in regard to transcendental matters; and (in 
order to save themselves from this predicament) they are taken in and led 
astray (from their own path) by the semblances of the arguments that have 
heen brought forward (by the Mimäüsaka) to establish the eternality of 

e. 

an ordinary Mimansaka having proved the fact of human 
assertions having no authority with regard to transcendental matters, the 
Bauddhas find themselves unable to set aside the well-established and un- 

impeachable authoritative character of the Veda, from which all chance of 
discrepancies had been set aside by the single fact of its being independent 
of human agency ; and thus finding no cogent arguments to bring forward 
against the Mimansaka, they lose their heart by having to fall back upon 
the device of repeating the arguments of tke opponent; and having no 
reasons of their own to bring forward, they say“ Our scriptures are 17 
—forgetting in this all their own former declarations, and only apishly 
zitat! : i t; and this action of theirs is exactly 
imitating the assertion of his opponen®; Si” ked by Bis father in. 

i j rant bridegroom, who was asked by his tather-in-law 
— 1 70 e not knowing what it was he said—“ My gotra is the 
bet 1 (not knowing that this would make his marriage impos- 
sible). 1 

And when taunted by the Mimansaka on the point of this argument 
belonging to the Mimansaka, and not to the Bauddhas, they turn round and 
say—“ It is our argument, stolen by the Miminsaka.” And certainly, if 
one were to shamelessly continue to bring forward such meaningless 
arguments, thereby seeking to deceive other people, he could never lose his 
point! 

But by asserting the eternality of their scriptures, in imitation of the 
Veda, the Bauddhas give up their well-known theory of tho momentary 
character ofallthings. The Buddha has laid down the momentary character 
of all things that are brought into existence; such a text of the Banddhas 
being—“ All saùskāras (impressions) are momentary; and how ean sil 
permanent things have any action? barring the two von-entities (Destrue- 

30 
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tion and Void) ‘all that is cognisable is a product and is momentary.” ae 
have the following text also :— Inasmuch as, in accordance with > eh ee 
the Intellect, a word can be related to a certain definite object, the 


ther 
be no eternal manifestation of the object by the word; because (whe 
the manifestation be held t 


o be brought about by a modification of the 
sense-organ, or by that of th 


e object) in both cases such a manifestation 
would be highly objectionable,’ 


e,”—which clearly shows that the Po 
have always held the non-eternal character of the relations of 8 
their meanings; and under che circumstances, the declaration of t 2 e 
nality of the Scriptures, in contradiction to the aforesaid theory of non- 
eternality, would only make a laughing stock of the Bauddha. . 
For certainly, if the weaver took up only the threads, and threw 
away the shuttle, when proceeding to weave a cloth, he would be striking 
with his fist at the sky. So then, the eternality of words,—which is the 
_Btaple wood on which the whole fabric of the eternality of scriptures 


. stands—having been apparently burnt (denied, at least by the Bauddha) 
by means of the fire of fallacious arguments, it becomes impossible for the 
Banddha to r 


ear up the fabric 
As for the eternali 


anew (in regard to his own scriptures). 
natty of usage (of words) (which the Bauddha admits), it is 
eynonymous With the eternality of actions (of words) ; 
relations of 


© usage rest (in the absence of the relations) ? Consequentl y, 
those who do not admit the eternality of word, its me 
between the two, 


ge, which would have 
no legs to stand upon, to be eternal. Because when the word, 
have disappeared 


&c., will 
> Upon what could the usage rest P 
ence the assertion—“ This Dharma-scripture of the Bauddha ie 
eternal comes 


Specially as that which is 
appearing can never be pointed 
ecomes all the more impossibl 
eternal. 


(1) Thus, then, there being no chance for the eternality of the scriptures 
of those who hold the words to be transient, and it being impossible for hu- 
man assertions, treating of transcendental subjects, to be accepted ag 
“Scriptures of Action,”—the authority of the Bauddha scriptures (in regard 
to Dharma) is denied, on the ground of “ asanniyama —the meaning of this 

expression in this cage being ‘the niyama, or acceptance, of assattva op 
transient character (of all objects in general, and of words in particular), , 

(2) Or, the scriptures of the Bauddha, the Jaina and Haer being full 
of incoricet words, they cannot be accepted as “scriptures,” “ because of 


l n en aie ing. re comp 
assanniyama” —the meaning in this case being, ‘because they a Posed 


. 
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5 5 words and expressions.’ Being full of vernacular words of the 
z gadhi and other languages, they are found to be very bad iti 
or instance, we meet in th i i „„ aan 
Bae ee rem with such expressions as—mama vihibhik 
ave kammavacca tsisavé, ukkhitté lodammi urvé atthi ka é 
thi xãranam apubhavé kar ; ‘ i kiranam padané nat- 
ee ane pul anam ime sakkadā dharmā sambhavanti sakāranë 
m 5 „ karanam, and so forth. 
us, then e words t i 
denoted by them be „ a Seta „ 
words to have deteriorated f „ 
a orms. how can we accept them as eternal? 
8 1 iu the case of the Veda too, we have such fallacious arguments 
—‘the Veda is non-eternal, because it is a collection: of d 
Sentences, like the Mahabh — 5 
1 abharata, &c.’—yet these can produce an idea of 
15 5 of the Veda, only so long as the actual form of the Veda 
na perceived. No sooner are the forms of the Rk, &o., per- 
9 80 on the aforesaid conception of their transitoriness disappears 
x Even when we know tho mere beginnin we can never 
intelligently believe them to have 98 3 nas la authors. In 
the ordinary world, we find that people, following the bent of ordinary 
experience, compose works of poetry, &c., in connection with the facts of 
ordinary life only by means of words that are in keeping with ordinary 
experience. Aud who could ever have composed the Rgveda, consisting 
as it does of words which have almost never been met with in e 
usage, and which have definitely regulated acoents, spreading ore 
sixty-four Prapathakas ? How could the first verse of the Rg vere z 
adore Agni, the foremost priest of the sacrifice, the glorious Deity, the 
Iuviter, the receptacle of Jewels ever be the assertion of aman? Where 
could he have found such a metrical method of expression, by the help of 
which he would compose the verse P What, too, would be his motive for 
composing it? Where has Agni been scen to be 4 ‘priest,’ that one 
could describe him as such? Where, too, has anyone met with the word 
‘sla’ in the sense in which it is used in the passage? Where again, 
has it been found that Agni is the ‘Deity’ of the sacrifice? Because the Deity 
of each sacrifice is defined by Vedic injunctions alone. There is no such 
material class as Deity —(a ‘Deity’ is only the name of one to 
whom offerings are made,—and this could not be perceived by the ordinary 
means of worldly perception). Nor does any man know the fact of 
Agni, being either an“ Inviter ” of the gods, or a “receptacle of jewels”; 
and certainly it is not possible to eulogise those properties that one knows 
nothing of. Hence we conclude that such assertions could be made only 


by the Veda as independent of everything else. 


Similarly in the case of the first mantra of the Yajurveda : "O 


236 TANTRA-VARTIKA—ADNYAYA I—PADA II- ADE (7d). 


; being ? 
Grass, &c. —, how could such an assertion be made by a 1 g 
How, Aon, could people know of this mantra being 5 5 “ho 8275 
of the twigs ? Similarly, tov, how could the mantra Uri i doe s an act, 
by any man, capable of understanding things 5 0 e d 
to be of use in the washing of the twigs P Wha As 15 
lay down that the mantra * Vayavah stha is to be 7 5 Thatin to tay, 

of each calf from its mother (at the time of milking $ P ike calvo an 
that. the word ‘vāyu’ in the plural indicates ene ae Beat br ene 
separated from its mother could never have been oug! 
i ï inki things. DOORS. . 
human Tome m to E oo mentra Of thè Siiuivaia, euch. forms 
* have been composed by n 
in singing) as O gna 1,” &c&.—could never xposed by 
SAn Mogna 3 P isible purpose for singing it in 
human being; as there appears to be no ysbio purp : A 15 
this form. That is to say, how could any intelligent person transform the 


-fally expressive words of the verse Agné dyãhi, e. —into the form 
‘O gna,’ &o., which is never met with in ordinary parlance, and which is 
_inenpable of an 
‘intelligent person, unless he had lost his head, transform the correct ‘i’ 

in itayé,’ the t 


Thus, then, we conclude, that the form of the Veda itself establishes the 
fact of its being independent of ‘hu l 


fow passages in the: Veda wdinary sentences ; but in these 
too the learned detect cer i 


or other persons near them 
sentences of the Veda, and their significa- 


fact of its being independent of human 
whieh. is clearly indicated by the Veda itself, 
not cno 


even though 
to have been 


: - age of the word Rave“ 
le rio, ued verntenlars? For instance, in the cage i 
tutet 8 


S e a 


THE BAUDDHA AND OTHER SCRIPTURES HAVE NO AUTHORITY. 287 


quoted above, even in the Präkrta, we have often found the letter & at 
the end of Accusative Plural, but never in the Nominative or in the Voca- 
tive; in place of the word sanskriͤ all that the Prakrta is found to do 
is to duplicate the K, delete the nasal‘ n, and change the y into a; 
and it does not add a da sound, as is found to be done in the word 
‘ sakkada’ quoted above which is thus found to have completely destroyed 
the unimpeavhable form of the word savskrta.’ 

Thus, then, we conclude that on account of their being composed of in- 
correct words and expressions, the scripture of the Bauddha, &c., can never 
be held to be either a Veda, or an eternal scripture. 

(3). Grammar supplies the only means of ascertaining the eternal 
and primitive forms of words. And while we find the Veda full of gram- 
matically correct words, we do not find the Bauddha scriptures to be 80; 
and thus there being no strict observance of the grammatical forms of 
words in these latter, they cannot be accepted as scriptures. In this case, 


the expression asannigamũt would mean because of there being no strict 


observance of grammatical rules.“ 

(4). Or, the expression ‘asanniyamat’ may be taken as referring to 
tho absence of auy permanence in the Bauddha works, which did not 
exist (prior to their composition by Buddha), as is clearly proved by the 
Buddha himself, who seeks to establish the transitoriness of all things, on 
the ground of the momentary character of all that exists. e 

(5). Or, the expression ‘ asanniyamāt’ may be explaine 5 
‘asatam niyamat,’ which would mean that, inasmuch as these er 
invariably lay down such evil and false doctrines 55 . ais 
character of things, the world being & mere: void, piven ee 5 
self, and so forth or inasmuch as they seek bes or ese declan. 
clusion by false reasonings,—n0° authority can 9 18 a aaa laid doru 
rations of Dharma that proceed from the same Pe 
g 5 e be held to be eternal, because there is a clean 
. of their authors (Buddha, and others). Aud hence in matters 
relating to Dharma, which is amenable only to an eternal scripture (as 
proved under SU J—i—2), we cannot admit of the independent autho- 


rity of the Banddha scriptures. 


(The Parvapakshas [B] and [C] and [A] are next taken ap.) 


In the cago of all the Subsidiary Sciences and the Smrtis too, inasmuch 
as we have a distinct knowledge with regard to their authors, they oe 
be accepted as independent scriptures (in regard to Dharma). (As urge 
under Parvapakshas, B and C.) 
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5 : it 
VVVVk e thomas 
of the Kalpasttras (as urged in Parvapaksha si that they had no ex- 
know the authors, which fact is enongh tu prove 5 vak: such they 
istence before they were composed by these anion ie been brought 
cannot be held to be eternal), The arguments the 2 licable to the 
forward in support of the eternality of the Veda, ws 25 i “one ns with 
case of the Kaipasitras, because of people having ies "Weta to say, 
regard to their having been composed by human ant a th T Ipasatras 
just as the teachers and students know of the m N m nisant 
and other Smrti Works, exactly in the same way see z “es 5 : 55 ae 
of their authors, Agvalayana, Baudhayana, Apastamba, ace 
others, 


From this it is clear that they had no existence Aue ae ee at 
composed by these authors ; and, for this reason, ei ¢ y 10 ie ig tie 
as Scriptures of Action, either as a distinct Veda, or as similar to the 
Veda? 


Ipasitras having been com- 
n the mere ground of their being called by the names 


aud hence our arguments cannot be met by the replies 


e Sūtra I—i—30 (“ The name is due to their having been 
tain persons”). The fact is that the idea of these 
; Ught about by means of an endless traditional conviction ; 
aud this is only supported by the said names as applied to the 5 
&e. In the case of the names “ Kathaka” and the rest, as applied to the 
Veda, the names themselves can be held to be eternal, ag based upon the 
fact of the eternal Rescensions of the Veda having been explained by 
ersonalities ag Katha and others; but no such explanation 
th regard to the names Maga ku, Co., as applied to the 
or the simple reason that these Sitras are never recognised as 
i use tle words,. Magaka,” Baud ay ana, A 
distinctly point to individual non- eternal (created or b 


aud as such, they cannot serve as the basis for an ex 
uames belongin 


‘ because the n 


r 


asũtras, 
regulations as there are in the Veda, they 
. TE PE 
cannot be accepted ag scriptures.’ [‘asanniyamāt’=on account of the 
non-existence of nigamas.] 


5 0 77 f. 
(8). Another explanation of the Sutra is this— The alpasi dot 
bo accepted as Scriptures, because there are no restrictions of time, &e., 


THE SUBSIDIARY SCIENCES, SMRTIS AND KALPAS HAVE NO INDPT. AUTHY. 239 


with regard to them, as there are with regard to the Veda,’—as 
is distinctly mentioned in the Sara ‘The Subsidiary Sciences may be 
studied whenever one likes. 

The Bhashya has explained the Sitra as referring to the absence of 
accentuation in the Kalpasitras. But this would apply also to the case of 
the mantras that are quoted in extenso in the Kalpas; as also to the 
Chandogya Brahmanas laid down in the Grhya-Satras ; which wonld also 
come to be denied true scriptural character and authority. Because the 
eight Brihmanas with their esoteric explanations, that are studied by the 
Chandogas, have got no definite accentuation; and this absence of 
accentuation would make them lose their Vedic character. 

Consequently we must take the Sara to refer to the absence, in the 
Kalpasitras, of the self-evident eternality and independence of human agency 
(that have been pointed out with regard to the Veda); for though the 
Veda has a definite accentuation, yet this is not all that it has got 
(in contradistinction to other so-called scriptures). 


Sutra (13). Also because of the absence of explanatory 
passages. 


The fact of the Veda having explanatory passages also serves to point 
to the same fact (of the Veda being independent of human agency). Ivas- 
much as, in the Veda we find many such explanatory passages, as are not 
possible in ordinary parlance, we conclude, from this, that the Veda is 
not the product of human intelligence. For what intelligent human oe 
Could be capable of composing such Arthavada passages, „„ 
sang for the gods, Indra killed Vrtra, “ Prajépati 11 5 
own fat,” „ Cows performed this sacrifice, hence they have their ho 
growing after ten months,” and so forth. Specially because, even as we 
find the Arthavddas in the eternal Veda itself, it becomes extremely 
difficult to connect them with Injunctions ; and then, if a human author 
were to compose such apparently incongrnous passages to be taught to his 
students, he would come to be marked as a fool. 

As a matter of fact, however, in the Kalpasütras, we find nothing like 
such explanatory passages, which could lead us to conclude them to be 
independent of human agency. 

And further, the fact of these Kalpasitras, &c., being devoid of wy- 
thing like direct Injunctions, distinctly establishes the descriptive charac- 
ter of theso (that is, since they do not contain an direct Injunctions, 
they must be taken as mere descriptions or explanations) ; and it also 
Shows that they are not capable of laying down anything new (in the 
Shape of Injunctions on Dharma). In the case of the Veda we find 0 
Verbs in the present tense, when rendered attractive by means of Arthavac 
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š ile in the Kalpa- 
es, become endowed with injunctive force. bie Pe ae 
ari there are no Arthavãdas (and as such there is o bare mai i 
pate them, which are invariably in the present tense, hasan mood: 
5 forse). (Nor can it be held that these verbs . (Present) the 
Lat, which has an injunctive signification, and not in ie i (Let) 1 
forma of both being the same; because) the fifth A za the Kalpa 
distinctly laid down, as to be used in the Veda only iona constiinta the 
siltras are neither Mantras nor Brahmanas ( which — e 
Veda), it is not possible for them to contain any ver me people all the six 
Though the declaration that according oi Kine e Lown aa 
Subsidiary Sciences are Vedas’ would make t Ene sho. position of Veda 
Veda, yet like the Mimänsä, they cannot 0 e 
oper (metrical); because the regulations of one of the Veda. That 
k À only to tho Mantra and the Brāhmana portions “the Injunction, 
io 8 in accordance with the Satra of Katyayana— a All concn 
tho Enjoined, and the Argumentative Science of Mimäns : 1 
”—though the name “Veda” becomes applicable 
ein 15 ilati he arguments connected 
Mimänsä, which consists of a compilation of all the arg 5 1 
With the Veda, yet, it does not becomo affected by the rules and regula- 
tions relative to Veda 


proper; and hence the Kalpasittras too, 
exactly in the same Position, 
of Action, 


being 
which is only anoth 


cannot be accepted as forming a Scripture 
er name for Injunction. 

It has been urged above thatas the Kalpasittras have been enumerated 
by the Veda, among the subjects to be studied in course of the Brahma 
they must be held to be eternal ; but this premiss becomes too wide 
much as the Itthdsas and the Purdpas are also similarly enum 
That is to say, the said Vedic text has mentioned the Kalpas togeth 
Ttihdeas and Purũnas; which shows that even the products of 
agency (such as the Itihāsas and Puranas are universally admitte 
are included among the sciences (to be studied in conrse of the 
yajua). 


(There is yet another ex 


planation of the mention of the name of Kalpa in 
the Veda). There must have been oth 


er Kalpasitras before our present 
Kalpastiiras were composed (that is to ga: 


„since the very beginning of time, 
there must have always been some sort of a Kal 


pastiitra, in each Kalpa, 
-exactly as ineach Kalpa, there bas been a Smrti) ; 


because, in the absence 
of such S#tras, any thorough orderly comprehension of the methods Eo 


: : 8 ; tely impossible; whence it follows 
d in the extensive Vedas is absolu 
igen since there has been a Veda, there id = itr . of 
. g ence 
acrifices, and over since then, there never a 5 aoi . 55 ad 
1 the. Bulwiliaty Se (and it may be this fing arineko 
dei has becn mentioned in the Veda); as there is no & 


yajna, 
; inas- 
erated, 
er with 
human 
d to be) 
Brahma. 
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this Series to be eternal; though any particular Kalpasittra cannot be 
admitted to be independent of human agency. 

; And as for the word “ Kalpa,” it signifies notbing more than an er- 
P geet of the meaning of the Veda ; and as a name significant of this, the 

Kalpa’ can very well be held to be eternal ; and it is as such that it has 
5 enjoined as forming part of the daily Recitation (of the Brahmana) ; 
ie all that is a 7 8 „ is that the Brähmana should make 
ita point every day to reca to is mind (and go over) the procedure of 
the various sacrifices (laid down in the Veda); and though there can be 
no doubt as to this procedure being eternal, that does not necessarily mark 
the books dealing with this proud ure (viz., the books on Tal pasũtras) as 
eternal. 

As for the points of agreement between the Ved E 
such agreem 13 uite 35 licable on the ground . ae tha Kolpaedivas, 

greeme quite exp ground of ‘he latter following 
(or being based upon) the former ; and hence as they ouly follow what has 
been laid down in the Veda, the Kalpasitras cannot be said to have any 
independent authority of their own. 

Further, no students have ever regarded the Subsidiary Sciences as 
Veda; as for the declaration“ according to some, all the six sciences are 
Veda ”—, it by no monns expresses the generally wwcepted theory. 

And again, as a matter of fact, whenever any two declarations are 
found to agree with one another, it is always concluded that one of them 
is explanatory of (and subsequent to) the other; and finding such agree- 
ment between the Brahmanas and the Kalpasitras, we instinctively con- 
clude that inasmuch as the former is replete with direct Injunctions, it 
cannot be held to be explanato. y of the latter; and hence we are forced to 
the conclusion that it is the Kalpasatras that are explanatory of, aud sub- 
seguent to, the Brahmanas. Sends . 

q Nor can the case of the authoritativeness of the Kalpasityas be held to 

that of the differeut recensions of the Veda: b 
be analogous to tna ; because of the 
same persons being the students of the Veda as well as of its Kal 
me 3 : s pa. 

In the case of the different seers of the Veda, the students of each 
are distinct from one another (anc rence the Injunctive authority of all 
of them is admissible) ; whereas in the case of the Kalpa, as each Kalpa only 
explains the meaning dealt with in detail in the particular Veda to which 
it belongs, and as such the students of both of these being the same, the 
former can never be admitted to have an injunctive authority (apart from 
the Veda which supplies all necessary authority). 

Then again, we find that the authors of the Kalpas explain certain facts 
in accordance with the reasonings supplied by the Brahmanas ; and as 
such, the Kalpas oar. never be held to be equal to the Bra una, in authority. 
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We also find that the passage in the Brahmana 5 5 

2 15 different from what is assigned to it by the exp anato A pti 
ai too, we cannot admit the Kalpa to be independent o i 
ae oa Honce thongh it is possible that certain similarities 555 
9 8 8 anā expressions between the Brähmanas and the „ 
eis the misconception that the Kalpas are also independent Bra 7 


os isconcep- 
hy themselves, yet the above arguments instantly remove such misc P 
tions. 


Jede itself, the word being explained ‘ 


eaning of the Veda, 
eaning of the word “acarya”; « One, 
who having initiated his disciple, teaches him the Veda, with all the sub- 
sidiary sciences and esoteric explanations, is called the ācārya ”; and in 
aching of the Veda, the disciples should 
plicit confidence in the words of the Teacher, the Veda has 
© authoritative char 

this decla 


acter of the assertions of the T 
ration of the Veda does not refer to the authors of 
sütras. 


Sutra (14). Because of the action being laid down for all 
cases; and because of the proximity of scriptural authority. 

All assertions of human beings are not accepted to be true; because, 
as à matter of fact, thoir assertions are generally found to be false. As 
has been declared elsewhere: “ Hence it is that s 
truth and untruth, because it h 


peech speaks of both, 
as been pierced with evil,” 
the assertions of the Kalpasit 


Such falsity of 
itras is distinctly Pointed out by the Veda 
ith many assertions that are co 


eacher; and 
the K alpa. 


Ve a ‘ 


ng that the contrary 
agreement (or contra. 
diction) is easily perceptible. 


The example of such disagreement that has been cited in the 


Vriti, 
that with reference to the “ 9ihālīpāka ” of 15 55 r e a 
of the month, has been disregarded ; because in 3 


ation 
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of the Grhyasitra in connection with this sthalipake has been attributed to 
the Kalpasitra which treats of the Darga-Pirnamasa; and as such it 
seems as if the Vrttt had purposely, with a view to entirely suppress the 
authority of the Kulpasitra, fastened a foreign assertion on to it. 
We have a declaration of the Grhyasatra to the following effect: “In 
the Akshata Homa, until the evening offering has been made the morning 
offering should not be given up; nor should the evening offering be aban- 
doned until the morning offering has been made”; and just as this passage 
is not taken as referring to the Agnihotra,—so too, the following passage 
of the Kalpastitra cannot be taken as referring to the Darçapürnamäsa : 
“ Until the offering of the last day of the month has been made, that of 
the fifteenth day should not be abandoned ; nor should the offering of the 
thirtieth day be abandoned until that of the fifteenth day has been 
made.” And as such, there being no real contradiction of the Kalpasitra 
by the Veda (in this case), we must cite another example (for instance, 
the Kalpasitra says — The Paryagni is made of all the sacrificial mate- 
rials,” which lays down the making of the Paryagnt with reference to all 
the materials; while we have the Brahmana text which lays down the 

Paryagni as to be made out of the purodāça ouly; and there can be no 

doubt that there is a distinct disagreement between the two). 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


i i 7 > Vedic text assumed in 
[The Holakadhikaranu—treating of the fuct of iis Fe filed 
support of a usage having universal application and a i 


Sutra (15). “Inferences being restricted in their application, 
usages can have only a limited authority.” i 
With reference to certain popular local customs, the present discussion 
is started; the question being as to whether these customs h aye an authori ty 
limited within certain areas, or they have a universal application. , In this 
connection, we have got to consider all the Injunctions and Prohibitions that 
are marked by the acceptance or avoidance by certain people, taking each 
of these one by one. 

There are certain customs that are followed by the Eastern people, 
though avoided by the exceptionally good amongst them; and we proceed 
to consider whether these customs have been laid down for those people 
alone, or for all men. In the same manner, there are certain customs that 
are peculiar to the Southerners, some to the Westerners, and others to the 
Northerners ; and we have got to take into consideration each of these. 

The first two sūtras of this Adhikarana (viz: the 15th and 16th 


Puranas, the Smrti of Manu, and the Itihdsas, all other Smrti works— 
anch as. those of Gautama, Vagishtha, Ganha, Likhita, Harita, Apas. 
tamba, Baudhayana and others—ag also the works on Grhya—are each 
studied exclusively by only certain Sections of the Brähmanas, and 
each of them has its relation restricted to only a definite Veda, exactly 
like the Pratigikhyas. For instance, the sutras of Gautama and Gobhila 
re accepted by the Chandoga (Sämavedi) Brahmana only ; those of 
Fa : those of Cankha and Likhita by the 
Vajasnéyis ; and those of Apastumba and Baudhayana by the Krshna— 


i ch limited acceptance of these sutras . 
Yajurvedis, Thus then, the fact of su p 


. 
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affords matter for reflection; the question being—is each of these sitras 
authoritative only for the particular sect by which itis accepted? Or, 
are they all equally authoritative for all people? And on this, we have 
the following :— 


PURVAPAKSBA. 


“Inasmuch as we find the sitras being studied only by the parti- 
«cular sects of the Brähmanas, we conclude that their authority is also 
„limited to these Brähmanas alone; specially as the authority of the s#éras 
“js based upon certain assumed texts, which as the objects of inference, 
‘Coan be believed to have an existence only where the inferential indicative 
“ithe Smrti, exists; that is to say, the Smrti sutras being found to be 
“current only among certain limited sects, the Vedic texts pointed to by 
“these cannot have their existence outside this pale. Hence, whether it 
“bean Injunctive or a Prohibitive Vedic text, its existence cannot be in- 
„ ferred outside those limits. 

„That is to say, the compilations of the sitras, or the usages can 
“lead to the inference of Prohibitive or Injunctive texts (in support of 
4 themselves); only with reference to those persons among whom they 
«í themselves are current, and not among other may For example, the per- 
« ception of smoke in one house cannot lead z i eye ae of: che exiatence 
«of fire in another house ; nor can this w x b ie by people who 
„ have not seen the smoke (hence the authorta PS aes corroborating a 
«Usage can have no authority for those among usage is not cur- 
rene then, the Injunction of Agnihotra can refer to only those er 
EPERE pe Upanayana and the Adhana have been laid dow . 
sons for — duties and rules of conduct are restricted s n. And 
se exactly nee and castes, so too the duties and the rules 1 — 
„definite he in a certain country would have their authorit 0 conduct 
“obtaining '! one. NY restricted 
to that country < 


«jẹ the Prohibitions and Injunctions had a universal application 
« [sages (which are all based upon such Injunctions &e.) would also ame 
“to have ® universal authority, there being no reason for limiting the 
hasa hii authority. And then the Usage, based upon the texts that 
iige universal application, would be followed by the capable men of all 
„ countries, exactly like the Injunction of the Agnihotra, 

«As a matter of fact, however, we find the usages being followed 
“only by limited classes of people; and — conclude ihat the Vadio 
“texts authorising such usages must also refer to these limited communities 


„only. Because the only reason for assuming the Vedie texts is to 
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“ substantiate the otherwise inexplicable usages current amongst the people; 
“and hence such texts could not have any application to those people 
“ among whom the particular usages themselves are not current. And as 
«in the case of usages, so also in that of the Grhyasitra &., the assumed 
« corroborative Vedic texts can have no relation to those people among 
« whom the Grhyas are not current, And hence we conclude that these 
“ Usages and Grhyasiitras &c., have only limited applications. 

« Tt has been shown under sūtra I—ii—30, that, if the fact of the grains 
“having been prepared by means of the çūrpa be taken as the reason for 
“making the offering by meaus of it, then the instance that has been 
«cited would also apply to that alone; hence the meaning would be that 
“inasmuch as the giirpa is the means of preparing the grain, the offer- 
“ing is poured by means of it; and there cannot, in such a case, arise any 
“question as to the offering being poured by means of the darvi or the 
“ pithara &c. 

« And, in the same manner, as we find all usages to have only a limited 
“local currency, We cannot but conclude that the corroborative Vedic texts 
“inferred in support of such usages, can have only a loca) application. 
“hus then, all inferences being restricted within certain definite limits 
“of place, time &., the Vedic text that is inferred cannot but be admitted 
“as having an authority only within those limits.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


pumao) Bot rnin must be universal, becauso of tho 
universal character of the Injunctions. 

In this sūtra we havo the reply to the above Pirvapaksha : 

On ease i aM pia gn aractar of the Injunctions the Dharma. 
pastra, Gon must'be taken as applying to all persons capable (of performin 
the duties laid down.) 2 

Having come across certain Smrtis and Usages, when we proceed t 
infor the V n texts in support of these, the inference that we can } 0 
must be of such causes as are similar to the effects (the Smrtis ies 85 
according to the law that the effect always follows in the wake ae 
cause. And consequently the positive injunction, technically one 
‘ Bhavana,’ that is inferred, must be that which lays down certain a 
actions, sacrifices, charities, offerings, fastings and penances &c—ex. 

ressed by means of verb roots,—as leading to specific results, like Heaven 
aud the like, by means of certain specified processes ; gi te e 


certain actions of the body, the sense-orgaus and the mind, that are 
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shunned by certain people, the inference is that of a prohibitive text, 
pointing out the prohibited action as leading to undesirable results 
in the shape of Hell and the like. 

And thus we find that in both cases, the injunctions or the prohibi- 
tions distinctly refer to all persons that have the capability of doing the 
acts enjoined or prohibited; and as such, none of these, Usages or 
Smrtis, can ever be taken as having a limited application, as referring to 
any particular place, time or persons. 

Specially because as a matter of fact, we know that with regard to 
each action, the character of the agent is ascertained, ouly in three 
ways : (1) by capability (for instance in the case of the Agnihotra, we ascer- 
tnin t!.at anyone who has the capability of performing it, should perform 
it); (2) non-prohibition (as in the case of certain actions that are done 
with a special object in view, we ascertain that all men can perform the 
actions, except those for whom it is distinctly prohibited); and (3) by 
special qualifying words (as for instance, in the case of the Rājasūya sacri- 
fice, it is distinctly laid down that it is only the “ Raja” (Kshatriya) that 
can perform it. f . 

And in the case in question, we find that the capability (of doing tlie 
acts) laid down in the Smrtis &., belongs to the people of all castes and con- 
ditions, inhabiting the whole country of the Aryavarta, except the blind, 
the deaf, the mad and the dumb, who are precluded from such actions. 
The capability too, of doing the prohibited acts, we find existing in the 
two, three or four castes (i. e., certain actions that are prohibited for the 
Brähmana may be allowable for the other castes, and so on); and where 
we find the avoidance of the action much more extensive, we conclude 
the capability of its performance to reside in the Mleccha (who are believed 
to be capable of all actions howsoever abhorrent). 

In a case, however, where we infer a Vedic text, in support of a 
certain usage, W° 75 not find, in this text, any qualifying expressions, 
limiting its application to any particular countries or persons. Nor can 
wo infer any texts that could prohibit the said usages, with reference to 
the people other than those among whom it is prevalent, 

In certain cases it does happen that, though the capability of per- 
forming the action, belongs to all men, yet the action is distinctly re- 
stricted to certain definite classes of men by means of restrictivo qualify- 
ing words; as for instance the Rajasdya is laid down as to be performed 
by the Raja (Kshatriya), the Vaigyastoma by the Vaicya ; and so on. 

But in tho cases in question, it is not possible for us to infer the ex- 
istence of one or many qualifying words (in the Vedic text), that would 
in any way apecify the persons among whom tho authorised usage MAy 
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be prevalent, Because all denote either the Cluss or the Individual 


While in the case in question, any such 5 . that we would 
infer could not 8 ify either the Class or the Individual. 

Because ieee words could be only such as “the „ 
(should perform the Holaka)” ; but asa matter of fact there can be no suc 5 
definite class as “the Easterners,” which would exclude all the people o 
the other parts of the country, and include all of the Eastern part ; and rai 
such we could have no such specification as that “ the . 18 i 
be performed by the Easterners alone. As for the classes, Man, 
“Brahmana” and the like, that are found to include the Easterners, rey 
equally include the men and the Brahmanas of all parts of the country; an 
as such could not Serve to specify the text.as referring only to those people 
(the Easterners) among whom the particular custom might be prevalent. 

As for the words de © proper names,—they 
refer to one 


noting individuals -i. e., th 

person only, like “ Devadatta ” and the like ; and the presence 
of such words could not 

of persons, 


Point out the custom as referring to any 8 

Nor is it Possible to have anyone name for all the peop 
of the Eastern Country, because it is absolutely impossible for us to 
= have any Conception, either individually or collectively, for all the endless 
varieties of people inhabiting the Eastern part of the country. This 
also shows that words cannot signify individual Persons, as endowed with 
certain particular Properties and actions and as belonging to a particular 
class. Becauge there are no individual properties, actions or classes, 
could be Capable of pointing to particular individual persons, 
ing. particular Parts of the country; as each individual ig 
— ety (by means of the properties belonging to 
i Nor do wW 


that 
as inhabit. 
found to be 
each singly 


either to a particular Class, or 

Nor is it possible fo us to have any name that 
people among whom the custom is prevalent. 

Some people read the Bhashya passage as That qual 

can ouly denote the Class and not the Individual.” And what t 

this: Under sëtra VI~i—8, it is shown that the expression“ 


fying expression 
hey mean is 


stargaha mah,” 


. 
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(one desiring Heaven), though expressing the meaning that is signitied by 
its component parts, is yet made to signify the whole class of human beings 
that desire Heaven, irrespective of the gender and number in the 
word “svargakamah” (which is in the Masculine Singular) ; on the 
ground that, as the expression occupies the position of the nominative no 
significanco can be attached to its gender &c., and hence the injunction— 
“one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices —is made applicable to all 
human beings in general. In the same manner, in the case in question, 
because all local Customs and Observances, point to their being applicable 
50 all persons that desire the particular results following from those 
actions, and are capable of performing them,—therefore it must be admitted 
that all men in general are entitled to the performance of such actions. 

There are other commentators however, who, in connection with the 
Present passage of the Bhdshya, proceed to consider the signification of 
verbs ; and as such having found fault with this last reading, accept the 
former reading, (that we have explained above); and being led astray hy 
the direct montion of the word “widhana” in the sūtra, aud being unable 
to perceive any difference between the Vidhi and the Bhavana, fight shy of 
having to differentiate the forms of these two; and consequently upset- 
ting the conclusion arrived at in the Bhavarthadhikarana (II.i-1-4), 
favour us with the following explanation: — 


“The Bhavana (signified by the Injunctive affix, o.,) is incapable of 
being specified by its properties, by means of any other words (save 
the Injunctive affix, &c.).” And if some one, desiring to learn the real 
meaning of the verbal affix asks them—what is this “ Bhava or Bhavana" ? 
—all that they can say is that it is nothing more than t 
‘ kuryät ’ (should do) itself; because they hold it to be in 
Fas “other word, they can only spenk of it by means of 
affix ; but any use of the affix by itself being impossible 
courso to the next best method of uttering the affix; 
the root ‘kr’ (to do), which is a common substitu 
[Though the conclusion arrived at in the Sūtra 
vand is denoted by the ie affix, and is not the Injunctive affix itself]. 
And then they proceed thus: „ All that is expressed by the word is 
either in the form of a Class or an Individual ; but we find the verb to 
have passed beyond the Class and the Individual ; and hence we are forced 
to the conclusion that the signification of the verb is inexpressible.” 
[Though the Bhavarthadhikarana distinctly points out that the signi- 
fication of the verb lies either in the Accusative or in the Instrumental. 
(They proceed) it is this very fact that is mentioned in the BB 
Passage in question: Zé (the verb) cannot be held to denote either the cee 

$2 N 


ue expression 
expressible by 
the Injunctive 


II-i-1 is that, the Pha- 
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or the Individual ; the word ‘it’ being taken as referring to the word 
* vidh@na’ (in the sēira), which is thus declared to be incapable of cx- 
pressing either the Class or the Individual. For when one says“ should 
do’, the man has the conception ‘I do’ ; and as such the Vidhi, or the 


, Bhiivand (as appearing in the word ‘ kuryat’) cannot be said to be either 
a Class or an Individual.” 


But all this is altogether irrelevant and groundless ; and is due ton 
mere chance similarity of words, which, though having quite a aif 
croùt meaning, have been twisted by the commentators, into a signi- 
_fication entirely at variance with the Bhdshya, with tho sole purpose of 
displaying their ingenuity ; exactly as the text— the bull with four horns, 
&c.,"—has been twisted (by Patanjali) into a roference to the science 
of grammar (vide above, the section on mantra). 


The present passage of the Bhashya occurs in connection with the 
treatment of the fact of local customs havin 


hence it can be reasonabl 
plained, as we hay 
trictive qualificati 
and usages), Bn 
taken as pointing ont the inex 


to be denoted by the verbal affixes) 
Class nor an Indiy 


on the ground of its being neither p 
rejecting, 


passage would become well worth 
at is entirely irrelevant, uscless and 


tion. For in that case the passage 
could bo construed with the rest of the sūtra, onl 


aoli : i aration! For all that 
it woule mean is that, “if tho Injunctive affix, &e., could denote the 
hit rumd or the Vidhi cithe dual, then such 
customs as bho Holaka, would have only a limited autho. 
rity ; but becanse as a matter of fac 


t the meaning of the said affix, 
e j the Class or the Individual, and as such, alto. 
gether inexpressible, therefore that which is signified by the said ver) 


must have a universal authority!” And certainly this would serve ana 
first-rate example of irrelevaney. 
And having at first declared the Bhavana to be incxpressible, th 

of (express) it by means of certain synonyms of their 

5 ‘Bhfra’); and thus they contradict their own former 
a, to say, With a view to show their own vollubility, 
i ab:olutely impossible synonymous characte 

N 


cy speak 
Own creation (such 


declaration. That 
they have Spoken nf 
r of such words as ‘vidhi 


m ana a e 


a TTR n: 


—— 
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(Injauction), ‘upadepa’ (advice), ‘kartavyata’? (duty), and bhavana (the 
thinking of a certain result as proceeding from a certain action) ; and by 
this they have certainly succeeded in proving the inexpressible character 
of the Bhavané!! 

Even if the verbal affix denoted either the efficiency of the agent, or 
the substratum of his efficiency (the Accusative),—then too, having, as in 
the case of the expression “the Brahmana sacrifices,” its specifications based 
upon the qualifying words (as Brahmana ”), the fact of its signifying the 
Class or the Individual would depend solely upon such qualifications ; and 
as such any consideration of the question of the verbal affix itself signify- 
ing or not signifying the Class or the Individual, could not in any way 
help us in ascertaining the scope of the authority of local customs and 
Smrtis; and under the circumstances, any consideration of the significa- 
tion of the affix would become all the more useless, when it actually 
signifies only the Vidhi or the Bhavana, independently of any denotation of 
the agent. 

And again, if the mere fact of the verbal affix not signifying either 
the Class or the Individual were made the sole ground of the universality 
of an Injunction, then, éven in the case of such Injunctions—as “ The Raja 
should perform the Rajusitya,” The Vaiçya should perform the Vuigyu- 
stoma” and the like, —thie verbal affix being as inexpressive of the Class or 
the Individual, as in any other Injunction, these too would have to be 
accepted as applying to all men 

If it be urged that —“ in these cases, though the affix is truly inex- 
pressive, yet the qualifying words, aja’ &c., serve to restrict their ap- 
plication,’—then, in that case, it becomes clear that one who holds these 
customs &c. to have only a local authority, should argue that there aro 
such qualifying words (in the Vedic texts assumed in support of the 
customs, &c.,; while one who holdg them to have a universal authority, 
should argue that no such qualifying words are possible. And this is 
exactly what we have done, having rejected the possibility of such 
qualifying words on the ground that any indication (by such words) of 
either a Class or an Individual, in accordance with particular customs, 
is absolutely impossible; and as such the Injunctions (assumed) cannot 
but be taken as referring to all men as a class, which is implied by the 
force of the Injunction. 

And it is only as roferring to the rejection of the possibility of any 
such qualifying words that the next two, eighteenth and nineteenth, sütras cau 
have any connection in the present context. , 

And hence, the Injunctions being always found to have a . 
zal application, we must conclude all local customs, as well as . 


IDHIKARK ANA). 
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a 
tain sects, to have 
Grhyasũtras, do., that are prevalent only among cer 

universal authority. 


would be based 
Sutra (17). The restrictions (in other cases) 
upon direct perception. 


ms should be held 
Tt has been urged in the Pirvapaksha, that the es that are res- 
to have a limited authority: as are the . a in the same manner 
triated withiu the limits of certain families or sec 8 0 having similar 
woe could infer Vedic texts (in support of the c 
restrictions. ; ; ited—(viz: those of cer- 
But this is not possible; because in the 5 others having one 
tain special secta of Bräumanas having three r eyes) restricted usages, 
Ko., &c.)—because we actually find (see ware fs the class (‘Braéhmana ’ 
we can admit of such restrictive qualifications as $ 


8 ingl ; Ex- 
property, etc., and which are all expressible by means of single words je 
actly as we find in ordinar 


the sacrificial Cak 
finding that there 


say, in the case of the quartering of the Cake, we 
r those that belong to the family of Bhygu, Vacish- 
Budhnyagva, Kanva, Sankrti, and the Kshatriyas, 
recourse to the second Praydja called the “ Narãgañsa, while for others 
that which ig called . Tanūnarāt,” is laid down; and thus finding this to be 
arian we are led by these very perceptible facts to the direct 
Injunctions of thes And the same process 
i &c., that are actually found to belong to 
d sects—such as one sect having one 

ee and so on,—all of which Point to 

Whereas in the case of the Holaka, 
they are not actually found to be 
nds); and as such, there is a world 
the fact sought to be Supported by it, 


direct Vedio texts 
o., thie method i 
keeping strictly w 
of difference botw 


in support of tbis, 
83 not applicable (as 
ithin any definite bon 
een the example and 

Sutra (18). Also because there are no distinguishing markg 
of any specific agent. 


It has already been shown that it is not possible for the text 


(assumed 
in support of à Custom) to have any qualifying words that wou 


Id denote 
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either the Class or the Individual (to whom it is restricted) ; and we now 
Proceed to show that it is also impossible for it to contain any such quali- 
fications as that ‘one who has red eyes (should observe the custom). 

The opponent declares : “ Though there may not be any restrictive 
“qualifying words ın general, that could denote the Class or the Indivi- 
s dual, —yet it is quite possible for the text to contain words that would 
point ont the form, complexion and other qualifications of the person fol- 
“lowing the Custom,—exactly as the Injunction of the laying of fire lays 
“down such qualifications as ‘having a son,’ ‘with black hair,’ and 
80 forth, — which would restrict the authority of the Custom.” 

And in reply to this, we have the following: There being no distin- 

guishing marks, any specification of a particular agent is not possible. It 
18 only by means of constant or exclusive distinguishing marks that any 
Particular agent can be positively singled out; while in the case of such 
qualifications or distinguishing marks, as the having of red eyes, &c., that 
could be pointed out as belonging to the Southerners, we find that these 
marks are also common to other people, who do not observe the particular 
custom (of the Southerners) ; aud conversely, we find the Custom being 
observed by people not possessing the said features (f.i.: those of the 
Southerners whose eyes are not red). Hence the authority of the Custom 
cannot be restricted by means of any such distinguishing characteristics of 
agents. 
The Bhāshya has taken the word ‘nityasya’ (in the sūtra) as qualify- 
ing the word “Hāga”; but in that case the compound . lagabhava ” 
would be inexpressive (or impossible) ; inasmuch as the word ‘lñga ’ 
being the subordinate member in the compound would (in that case, 
bo dependent (ie, connected with, or qualified by, something—viz., 
‘ nityatā '—which is expressed by & word—‘nitya’—that does not form 
& member of the Compound). 

It might be urged in reply, that the word J 
dent (upon that which possesses the Linga or ma 
imply the other co-relative of its; and thereb 
Compound would be quite possible ; exactly 
ex pression Dévadattasya gurukulam.” 
that 755 one x 15 porai 5 „ case is not similar to 
total this Tas 1 ‘a 4 et a ations in the two cases are 
5 y different ; the word itàga does not a ways stand in need of (i. e., has 
; its denotation dependent upon) constant (‘ nitya ); while the word 
i Gury? (téacher) bas its denotation ever dependent upon that of ‘ Deva- 

atta ’ (the disciple). That is to say the word guru’ can bave its de: 
Rotation only as with referenco to the disciple (ie., the Guru is always 


92° being ever depen- 
rk), it would always 
J not losing its efficiency, the 
as we have in the case of the 
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recognised as the Guru of some disciple, and there can be = sate A 858 
Guru, which is not accompanied by that of the disciple) ; and er a! 
case of the expression Dévadattasya gurukulam "—the wor ge 15 
mas ita denotation included in its permanent relationship to the discip 


: ; d 
*Dévadastta ’ ; and as such this dependance (of a word notin the compound) 


ee 77 d 
“does not necessarily vitiate the compound. In the case of “liaga an 


“ nityasya,” on the other hand, the word “linga” has its 433 
dependent only upon a Agi, that which possesses the Linga; an 10 5 this 
the word ‘ nityasya’ cannot be said to be in any way synonymous WI d the 
Liùgi; and as such the permanent 55 s Dergi an 
Liaga cannot justi the compound “ nityasya litigdbhavat. 
"Though it is 2 that ihe word linga is used we pear ite 
isa relation of the Indicator and the Indicated, (and this kin i ee 
eternal) yet the denotation of that word does not depend en 5 1 
t eternality ’, as that of the word ‘ Father’ depends upor chat o ; y wor 
Son, or that of the word - Teacher,’ on that of the word ‘ Disciple. : 
+ And further, it is the word « lingt” itself which, having its denotation 
fixed by those of its ‘component parts, depends upon the word “ liñga ; 
and the word “linga ” does not stanq; in need of anything besides the 
verbal f root ch it is formed. And inasmuch as the word 
haga” y which something is marked or indicated, there 
is a disti e upon the relationship of the action of indicating ; 
and as gu 


is not spoken of as related to anything, yet it is not 
independent of the Obj 


from whi 
denotes that b 


“iàgi” 
In the case of the word 
it is only after the denotation of tho word ling 
mplished, that the word“ nityasya ” comes to bo 
related to it as expressing, by means of the Genitive, one of its proper- 
ee ; e need of this relationship not being supplied (by the 
word Liga itself), the compound, ‘ nityasya lingabhavdt remains abso. 
lutely inefficient or in 


expressive. 
For these reasons, 


the word“ 


3 nityasya” must be taken as qualifying either 
tho agent, as distinguished by 


98 certain definite distinguishing features, or 
tho authoritative application of the text assumed in support of the Custom ; 


the moaning of the sülra being that, inasmuch as there can be no exclu- 
sive distinguishing marks, that could single out any particular agent, op 
point out tho limits of the authority of the text assumed (in support of 
tie Custout),—it cannot bo held that such customs as the Holaka and the 
rest hase a limited Authority as based upon certain assumed Vedic texts 
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containing certain words that point out the distinguishing characteristics 
(marking out the particular agent &c., &c., &c.). 


Sutra (19) The name is based upon a connection with place. 


This satra refers to sach qualifying words as the names t Easterner ? 
and the like, which the Custom is found to follow iu its entirety. 

Says the opponent: “ All local customs are observed by men, speci- 
“ fied by such names as Easterners, ’ ‘ Southerners, ’ and the liko ; and they 
“arc never found to be prevalent among people that are without such 
“names; consequently the Vedic texts that are assumed in support of 
“aucli customs cannot but contain these distinguishing names ; and as 
“such they must more reasonably be accepted as having only a limited 
s authority.” 

To this we make the following reply: Because such names are ap- 
plied to the agent on the sole grouud of his connection with certain places, 
wo conclude that the Vedic Injunction assumed in support of the Cus- 
toms, must contain words that denote the qualifications of place. Then, 
as for the place, as qualified by a certain quarter (Bast or West, &c.) or 
in the shape of the quarters East &c., themselves —there 
particular country in the world that can be exclusively and invariably known 
as the Hast (the inhabitant of which would always exclusively be known as 
the Pasterners, &e.) (aud even if there be such a fixed place) as a matter 
fact. the Custom in question (f.i., the Holāka) is not found to be limited exclu- 
sively and invariably within those limits ; as we find that it is observed by 
many people residing outside the limits of the place called the East 
While many people residing therein arc found not to observe it. 

Thus then, for such names, there being no basis other 
place, the Customs, supported by Vedic texts as qualified byt 
cular places (indicated by the names ) could not have th 
pendent npon any other cause than the relationships of t 
asa matter of fact, we do not find the prevalence 
gulated by these, either positively or negatively ; 
Holāka is observed by certain people not inhabitii 
and also that it is not observed by some men of tl 


can be no onc 


of 


than the 
he parti- 
eir prevalence de- 
hese places. But 
of these Customs re- 
as wo find that the 
ig the Eastorn country. 
hat country; and hence 
dic Injnnetions qualified 
mes pointing to certain 


we conclude that there can be no assumption of Ve 


by specifications of place by means of certain na 
Places 


The opponent finding in the above argument a (fancied) support to 
his own theory, springs forward with the following :— 


oY he 
Sutra (20) “As the Custom could not be found to h 
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prevalent in other countries (the names cannot be held to be 
based upon the specifications of place).” 


“ If you have succeeded in refuting the fact of the names being based 
“upon specifications of place, we can easily point out another basis for 
“them. For certainly, if the names were based upon the specifications of 
“ place, then the Customs could not be found 0 be prevalent among other 
“countries ; therefore we must find for them another basis in the shape of 
“ Class, &o. 

“ Or, we may accept the names by themselves, as independent of any 
“ cauges ; even then, they could serve to qualify the Injunctions (or the 
“ Agents). For, all that we have got to do is to find 2 basis for tho Cus- 
“tom ; and this basis being found in the Vedic Injunction as qualified by 
“ by such Names, we do not stand in need of any further enquiry into the 

“basis of these Names. That is to say, the restriction of the authorita- 
“tive application of the Custom having been accomplished by means of 
“the Names, independently of any basis for themselves, there is no reason 
for assuming the fact of their being based upon specifications of place, 

specially when such specification has been found to be distinctly faulty.” 


ee 


To this, we make the following reply :— 


Sutra (21) Th ‘ ee ; 
word ‘Mathur g e names would be literally significant, like the 


‘ee specifications of place are made on various grounds—as those of 
one Sahih 1135 or departure. That is to say, the name “ Easterner ” can. 
grounds. (i): to any man, except upon one or other of the following 
or (2) 10 5 he must be an inhabitant of the Eastern country 
ve been born in that country, or (3) he must have co 


The Bhashya has explained the word “ Mathura” as also adie. 8 
one whe has started for Mathura ; but the affix, that is present in the wand 
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etn be possible, only if the word be taken to mean ‘a messenver going to 
Mathura’ in accordance with Pauini's sūtra: iv-iii-85; or, if applied to 
all men that may be going to Mathura, the word cannot bnt be held to he 
used as such by untrustworthy (ignorant) men; gs the affix could not be 
possible in the case of all persons going to Mathura being meant. 


Having thus found it absolutely impossible to infer an Injurction wirh 
qualifications specifying the agent, the Opponent proceeds to the theory 
that the Injunction assumed must refer to the special places, as constituting 
a part of the Custom itself. : 


Sutra (22) “The specification of place may be a property of 
the Action itself, like the sloping &c.” 


In connection with certain sacrifices the Veda has declared that the 
“altar should be sloping towards the Hast and to the North, or to the 
“East only ; and just as these specifications of place are laid down as 
“parts aud parcel of the sacrifices themselves (as it is only when per- 
“ formed upon such an altar that the sacrifices can bring about their proper 
results); so, in the same manner, the specifications of the Eastern coun- 
“try may be taken as laid down by the assumed Injunction, as forming a 
“ constituent part of the Custom itself (i. e., the Hola@ka can bring about its 
“ proper results only when performed in the Eastern country ).” 


To this we make the following reply : 


Sutra (23) But this too is similar to the qualification of the 
Agent. f 

Just as the qualification of the Agent has heen show 
inconstant (inexclusive) ; so also would be the 
cause there is no strict fixity cither of the 
the country with black soil“ (which ar 
that have been cited in the Bhiishya). That is to say, the country (. i. 
India) which is“ Eastern“ according to some people (of Afghanistan), is 
„Southern“ according to others (the Thibetans); and similarly there is no 
single country that could be exclusively spoken of as the“ Northern“ oS 
the “W ern.“ And as for the presence of “ black soil, ” it is found in 


2 — — U 
many cvilutries, and as such could not Serve to distinguish any particulus 
country among these. 


33 N 


n (in sëtra 18) to be 
qualification of place; be- 
„Eastern Country, or of 
e the two qualifications of place 


258 TANTRA-VARTIK A—I— 111—8 (HOLAKADHIKARARS). 


For these reasons, we conclude that the Injunctions of the Holaka, &e., 
cannot be qualified by any specifications of place &c., with reference to the 
men (inhabiting these places); because, as a matter of fact, we find that 


many people actually inhabiting “a country with black soil ” do not 
observe the Custom; while it is daly observed by people inhabiting 
other countries (with 


red soil) ; and hence any specifications of place cau- 
not be accepted as re. 


0 a gulating or restricting the authority of the Injune- 
tions assumed in support of such Customs, &. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
{Treating of the necessity of using the correct forms of Words]. 


PURVAPAKSBHA. 


Sutra (24) “The Science of Grammar not having the charac- 


ter of Scripture, there could be no restriction to the usage of 
words.” 


„ In a case where a single word is found to be used variously with 
“entirely different meanings—e.g., in the case of the word ‘yava’ which is 
“ used in the sense of the barley corn and also in that of long-pepper,— it 
“has been shown above (Adhi. 5) that both meanings cannot be held to be 
“optional alternatives, because of all options being tainted by eight dis- 
“ crepancies ; also that the same word cannot be accepted as having differ- 
„ent meanings; as that would necessitate the unreasonable assumption of 
“ various potencies in the same word ; consequently, the only method that 
“wag found to be reasonable, was the taking of only one meaning ns the 
“primary denotation of the word, all others being relegated to the second- 
“ary position ; and then again, it has been shown that we accept that mean- 
“ ing of the word as authoritative which is supported by scriptural usage, 
“and as such, reject those that have their sole support in ordinar 


g usage. 
„But in a case where the single object, Cow A P 


1 „is found to be spoken 
> EN, "i — © . ye & 7 = . 
„of by means of many words such as % (the Sanskrit word), and gart 


“(and sneh other vernacular corraptions),—it is quite reasonable to accept 
“the expressive potency of all these words, as they are found to be used 
“by old and experienced men; and there being no contradiction of the 
“soriptural forms of words by the vernacular forms, and the Scriptures 
“ being in the form of sentences, their full fanctiouing is always preceded 
“by that of the words (constituting the sentences); and as such the scrip- 
“ture can never reasonably have anything to do with the pointing out of 
“certain words as correct or incorrect (sidhu or asādhu); because in that 
“erse there would bea mutual interdependence (between the Words and 
“the Seripture). That is to say, because the Action of the Scriptures 
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depends upon the ordinarily accepted significations of words, no words in 
“ordinary use can ever be differentiated by them as correct or incorrect. 
In the case of Sentences, as appearing in the Veda or in the Smrtis, 
“or as giving expression to certain usages, we accept the ove that pre- 
~> cedes to have a greater authorit y than that which follows ; because we 
** perceive a distinct. contradiction among them. In the case in question, 
however, this is not possible (7.e., the science of grammar pointing cut 
“the correctness or incorrectness of words cannot be accepted to be more 
“authoritative than ordinary usage); because in this case, the order is 
“reversed ; that is to say, the correctness or incorrectness of words can 
“ be acertained only by means of ordinary usage; specially as correctness 
“and incorrectness are universally recognised as identical with expressit- 
“ness and inexpressiveness, respectively (i.e., the word that expresses some 
meaning is accepted as correct, and that which is meaningless ns incorrect ; 
“and whether a certain word expresses a meaning or not can bo ascertained 
“only by ordinary usage), 
“It is only an indistinet sound, or single letters, ora corglomeration 
y reference to their signification, —as for instance, 
maria alphabet repeated by the boy,— that can be said to be 
wmecorrect (asddhu), 


: drum, the single letters ga,’ &e. 
: 11 . igen af the same class (is, ka, kha, ga, gha and 7),— 
in thin ease it 8 raid meanings ; aud as such are incorrect, And 
“ these Sünde expla a ordinary usage that we ascertain the fact. of 
S no meanings, and hence being incorrect. On the 
“able of denoting ieee Words, ‘gavi’ and the like are found to be cap- 
“they are anicke „Just as well as the Sanskrit word ‘go’; in fact 
“ohjeet, as they ay i anskrit word in their action of denoting the 
e hence though all these ved commonly than the Sanskrit Word. And 
“t Gow, yet, l words are denotative of the single object 
* meaning, they cannot babe are quite capable of expressing their 
“hasta, ‘kara,’ ‘päni’_ p ecaguised as correct ; exactly as the words 
“correct. “a all Signifying the hand—are all accepted to be 
“ Thus then, if the ö ö 
„ground of their Ines preꝶ ivo; 9 ae cee „be declared to be incorrect on the 
„, T 5 ra 5 1 
Í 35 such decl; n, bein N sit, 
“toa well. recognised fact e expsience rick 10 words n of 
“hion He ee ‘enol the cow), cannot be accepted (as true). 
“TF the Correctness or Incorrectness of words. be ie 46 depend on. 
“tain uuseen transcendental fucts, then, inasmuch as such correctness, &c., 


word 8 on 


“reason for ꝛnrrrect ue 
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“ aro not found to be laid down in the Veda itself, they could not be accept- 
“ed on the strength of any other means of knowledge. (1) As for Sense- 
“perception, the letters of all words, Sanskrit as well as Vernacular, are 
“ equally Perceived to be pure letter-sounds ; and we do not perceive, 
“by the Senses, the correctness or incorrectuess, of these letters, taken 
“either singly or in groups. (2) Nor can these be ascertained by means of 
“Inference ; because as they are not amenable to Sense-perception, itis not 
“ possible ever to perceive any invariable concomitance of these with any- 
„thing. (3) As all human assertions are based upon Sense-perception and 
“ Inference, and Correctness, &c., have been shown to be not amenable to 
“ these, they cannot be held to be capable of being ascertained by means of 
“such assertions. (That is, we cannot accept a word to be correct or in- 
“correct because a man pronounces it to beso). While as for Vedic 
“ assertions, we have already shown (in the Arthavada section) that when 
they contain only descriptions of certain things or their properties, with- 
“out any counection with Injunctions or Prohibitions, they have no author- 
“ity. (That is, wo do not accept the authority of a Vedic sentence that 
would merely describe a certain word to be correct). And the correctness 
or incorrectness of words not having the character of an Action, it can 
“nover form the object of an Injunction or a Prohibition. 
“It may be argued that, as correctness and incorrectness appear as In- 
“ struments in the Bhavana of Denotation (i. e., as we recognise the fact that 
„true denotation can be realised only by means of such and such words, 
„and that true denotation cannot be realised by means of such and such 
“ words), they can form the objects of Iujanctions and Prohibitions. But 
„this is not possible; because it ig absolutely impossible to assume end- 
“Jess Injunctive and Prohibitive texts, referring to each individual word. 
« And then, too, when as a matter of fact, we have never come across any 
“authoritative list enumerating all the correct words, how is it possible 
“ for us to have any idea of the Vedic texts authorising the use of each of 
“these words? And as for the incorrect forms of words, their number is 
“even greater than that of the correct ones ; and as such it is absolutely 
„impossible for the use of each of these to be prohibited singly, like the 
“ prohibition of the eating of kalanja (the flesh of an animal killed by a 
« poisoned e In che case of such objects as the Vrihi and the 
% Halanja, we have distinct notions of the extent of the denotations of 
“these words, as restricted within certain well-defined limits of Class or 
aes Sa and as such they are found to form the objects of Injunction 
soia hibition respectively. While 80 far as the words go’ and ‘ gavi, ’ 
a serned, they cannot form the objects of Iujunction and Prohibition, 
„either as a definite Class or an Individual. Because correctness or incorrect- 
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« ness is never perceived in the shape of a genus, either of objects or of proper- 
“ties, pervading over all individuals (i. e., all correct or incorrect forms of 
« words are never perceived together as included in any class or as having 
“ any property in common) ; and as such we cannot assume only two texts, 
« one a general Injunction (‘all correct forms should be used’), and another 
“p general Prohibition (‘no incorrect forms should be used’) (the former re- 
“ferring to all correct forms and the latter to all incorrect ones). Because 
«all words—be they correct or incorrect—are equally included in the 
“ general class ‘ Word,’ and there are uo two intermediate secondary classes 
« that could refer to the two (the correct and the incorrect word) separate- 
y individual word were to be enjoined or prohibited 
“ly, And hence if each in Injunctive and Prohibitive texts 
“then we would have to assume 5 5 of Vedic texts, assumed in 
“ag there are words ; 5 a T a the endless number of words, would 
“support of the erion T areo could contain. And as a matter of fact 
“be more than the who pes millionth part of these to be directly declared, 
it is not possible 15 pe pee directly declared cannot serve as the basis of 
“and the text 9 we have already shown above that tho Smrtzs cannot 
„any Srl; paced upon such Vedic texts as can only be inferred (and 
“be snid to i being ever directly perceived). 
“ not capable ossible for the Injunctions and Prohibitions to be based 

„ j F esaiveness or ineapressiveness of words ; because all words 

“ upon T A Iincorrect-are equally expressive. Hence we can have no 
res tion as that ‘ one should use only expressive words’; because 
“guch 1 established fact (there being no inexpressive words used) 
P saol it coald not stand in need of an Injunction, which always 
“(and Bade something that is not got at by other means). Nor is it pos- 
i ee for us to have any such prohibition as that ‘ No inexpressive words 
« ghould be used; because as there never is such a use, its probibition 
« would be useless and impossible. For we cannot have such Injunctions and 
« Prohibitions as— one should drink water,’ one should not drink fire — 
+ (becuase the former is unnecessary, and the latter impossible). 

“In the case of the Smrtis relating to the science of Grammar, it is 
“necessary that we should assume a Vedic text enjoining the use of 
« correct words, or one prohibiting the use of all incorrect words, or one 
“that combines the said Injunction and Prohibition. But writers upon 
4 Grammar have proferably had recourse to the first alternative— bas. 
“ing their Science upon the Vedic text enjoining the use of correct, 
« words. If the science of grammar were based upon the Prohibition of 
“the use of incorrect words, then,—inasmuch as these incorrect forma 
“aro indefinitely innumerable, it would be absolutely impossible to have 
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“any definite idea of the science ; and hence the writers have based it upon 
“ the Injunction of the use of correct words, which naturally (through Appar- 
“enb Inconsistency) implics the prohibition of the use of incorrect words; 
just as in the case of the Smrti injunction—‘ Only five of the five · nuiled 
“animals are fit for eating, —it implies the prohibition of the eating of all 
“ other five-nailed animals. In the case of the Injunction of the use of 
“the correct words, these words have got to be remembered. In both 
„cases, the one (Prohibition or Injunction) implies the other also; and as 
“such the Injunction of the use of correct words also serves to give us an 
“idea of the impropriety of the use of incorrect words. 

Thus then, in the case of the Science of Grammar, whichever of the 
“three alternatives is employed, it becomes possible to include all cases 
within a definite compass; and as such there may be some sort of definite- 
ness; whereas it is absolutely impossible to have any definite idea of the 
ks Injunction and Prohibition with regard to each individual word ; because 
i it is not possible for us to read up an endless number of sentences. And 

it was with reference to this impossibility that the Bhashya has declared, 
in the section on Holāka: ‘the word cannot be said to be expressive of 
“either the Class or the Individual’ And thus there being no basis for the 
“Science of Grammar, in any Vedic texts, it must be concluded to be a 
“misconceived Smrti, 

“And again, a fact that is already established by other means can 
“never be the object of a scriptural Injunction or Prohibition; and the 
“word and its use in a definite sense are such as are already accomplished 
“ (or ascertained) by means of ordinary experience. 

“It may be argued that, even though the word is already known, from 
‘ordinary experience, to have a definite meaning, yet the scriptures may 
“ point it out, for the sake of Dharma (as it is only that which is laid 
“down in the scriptures that can be of any use in matters relating to 
“ Dharma) ; and as such the the science of the usage of words (. e., 
„ mar) cannot but be accepted to have the character of a scripture. 

“But this is not possible; because in the case in question there is no 
“object of restriction (Niyama). That is to say, it is only one whose appli- 
“cation is uncertain that is restricted in its application by the scriptares ; 
“while the word has its application or use always certain; and as such it 
„enn never be an object of restriction. And one that has no application 
“at all (e.9., the incorrect word) can never be the object with regard to 
“which anything else (the correct word) can be restricted. (That is to 
“say, that which is used cannot be said to bo differentiated from aes 
“which has nevor had an application). And certainly the words 8 give 
©. can be said to be such as have no application at all; in fact, we 
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tually used (or applicable to usage). Hence in both 
“accept them to be actua y icti 
N k ibility of Restriction. ; 
t‘ cases, there is no possi ae ld y ume: (1) either 
“ And again, what sort of a restriction wou you ass 50810 always 
fo} 7 * a 8 
t words, or (2) that one Da 
ould utter only correc 2 5 striction 
i 1 05 m rrect words? If the (1), then it would not be a ae Sane 
10 i differentiation) from the incorrect words, because ther e ieee 1975 
(or ; by ‘incorrect words’ we only mean wo 255 
“of these being used (as by 3 a). Aud if the (2), 
„ont a meaning, and these caunot be any w rere used). i 
ho is silent would be incurring a grievous si 
— who inuous utterance of correct words). 
“ing the injuuction of the continu ct words were capable of beida used 
“If the correct and the 1 then alone could there be an oc- 
3 regard * 8 correct word (and rejecting the in. 
“casion for restricting the oe you the incorrect word being absolutely 
“correct one); but „ of being used anywhere; and as such 
“meaningless can 5 word could not serve the purpose of pro- 
“any restriction 7 of such an incorrect word (because it is naturally pre. 
e 5 Toep on account of its meaninglessness). i l 
“ eaei senmitigi may be said to serve the purpose of setting aside such 
P T a words, as happen to be used, either through the natural incapa- 
“ sean the talker (to pronounce the correct word) or through his Sno- 
3 But this is not correct; because, as a matter of ordinary experience 
cs find that if one is habituated, either through ignorance or incapacity, 
“to the use of an incorrect word, no amount of scriptures can dissuade 
“him from its use. 


“If it be urged that, we do find incorrect words b 
purpose of expressing cer 


tain meanings (and as auch it cannot be argued 
chat there is no chance for an incorrect word being used), — we make 
“the following reply : 


ika as for such expressiveness, we often find people 
4 Wing recourse to certain gestures and squints of the eye, &c., for the 
E 5 a ex pressing certain meanings; but we do not find any restric- 
ú 1 al would Prohibit the use of auch gestures, &c. Nor again can 
5 ictiong be ve the purpose of negativing the contrary; as this 
Purpose is served by Parisankhya (or Negation) ; nor can the case in 
an object of Parisarkhya; because there is no 
(the incorrect word not being used simultaneously 


eing used for the 


cage 
“with the correct one). 


“ Nor can the use of the correct word be said to bring about a trans- 
“ cendental result; because when the necessary explanation is found in the 
“facts of ordinary experience, it is not right to have recourse to the trans- 
“cencental, That is to say, there is no Apparent Inconsistency in the case 
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“that could justify the bringing in of the transcendental element. As for 
“ the declarations of certain transcendental results following from a correct 
“use of words, the sole purpose of these is to persuade other people to such 
“usage ; and as such they can be taken as mere Arthavada. 

„And when there is no transcendental result, we cannot assume the 
“correct use of words to bring about an Apirva (an unique agency that 
“ would bring about certain results in the hereafter). 

Nor can we ascertain the substratum of this agency of the Apigva that 
“would be brought about by the said Restriction (of the usage to correct 
“ words) ; because such a substratum could be found only among the fol- 
“lowing: (1) the Word; (2) its meaning; (3) the Person addressed ; (4) 
“the cognition (of the word and its meaning); (5) the speaker ; and (6) 
\ the utterance. But none of these is possible; because, (1) as for the 
‘Word, as it is distinctly uttered for the sake of another person, any 
0 Apirva residing in it could be of no use (to the speaker himself). (2) 
‘As for the meaning, though as being the object of denotation, it is the 
“primary factor in the case, yet it is found to be a part of the Word, even 
“in ordinary parlance, where there is nothing transcendental, in the shape 
“ofan Apiirva ; and as such the Api#rva cannot in any way help the meaning. 
“ (3) As for the Person addressed, there can be no mention of such a per- 
“son in the Restrictive Injunction (which would be in the form ‘one should 
“use only the correct forms of words’) ; and any Apirva brought about by this 
“Injunction cannot in any way affect the Person addressed. (4) As for 
“the cognitions (of the word and its meaning), these last only for a mo- 
“ment; and as such cannot serve as the receptacle of the Apurva, 
“ which continues for a long time. (5) As for the Speaker, he nocupies 
“only a subordinate position in the utterance of the correct word (f. e., in 
“the said Injunction, the primary factor is the correct Word, and the 
“ Speaker has only a secondary position); and as such he cannot be said 
to be in any way affected by the Apurva brought about by the Restrictive 
“Injunction; specially as in this Injunction there is no word that could 
“assign the primary importance to the Speaker, as there is in the case of 
“the Injunction ‘one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices’ (Where ara 
A clause italicised serves to attribute the primary importance a e 
f Agent); nor do we find the genitive signifying any relationship ‘ aie 
Speaker, which could impart a primary importance to him. ma 05 t. 
& of such injunctions, as that ‘one should take his food, facing t A atlas 
and so forth, the Apūrva that is brought about by facing hee 2792 

N is believed to affect the Agent, through the action of ea casing of 

Serves a direct visible purpose of the Agent himself (the cation (of 

; hunger); in the case of utterance, on the other hand, kb; m 

‘ utterance) is not found to serve any visible purpose for the SP 
34 
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logous to those of the 
i iti be held to be analog > i 
“aS Boot Ia 5 ned for the utterance itself, as it is oe ae 
“ aforesaid eating. (6) Last J, 2 bi TEs E eri to be ate by He 
“ transient, it is absolutely incapable, 
oem Vor . E., the works 
i k then, the works relating to eis he ois w 1 og Sep 
i is in the Veda, sy Ci 
t r ar), not having a basis in 355 „ 
ie ra ds Pur dt of laying down rules helping an marae ears a 
wk dium of an Apirr a) ; 
- T D hrough the me . ; 0 
21967 55 ase 4 7 85 Saviour by themselves (independently of th 
“they be accepte 
r fakes cose alee Pegs to this fact that we have the S#iras I—iii—11, 
na r ; 
"bg re 18 be said to have the same position 
ui son Grammar 5 
Ee ESA e Eh chk ele bdh authority. On the contr ary, as 
TE ar 25 porte is due to human agency, they can have no authority 
(3 8 ) 15 
4 n ABS in the case of all human assertions 
ee fed ick an assertion, is only that this 
not that such is the real state of things. 
“on Grammar do is to give expression to 


“never rightly help in differentiatin 
“of words. 2 


“Nor do we find any other Smrti treating of the subject (of Gram- 
„ mar); and as Such, the matter resting upon the sole authority of gram. 
“ matical works, the assumption of corroborative Vedic texts is not quite 80 
“easy as in the case of the Smrtis treating of Upanayana, &e. 
“treated of in many Smpti works). That is to say, 
“ Vagishtha, Gautama and others, mostly tre 


“such the authority of these being strengthened by the absenco of any 
“contradiction among themselves, it becom 


es a comparatively easy matter 
“to assume corroborative Vedic texts. 
“The works on Gramma 


» What we conclude 
person knows the matter thus, and 


And hence as all that the works 


the view of the speaker, they can 
g the really correct or incorrect forms 


(which are 
the works of Mann, 
at of the same subjeets, and as 


o not treat of the same subje 


And as for the various writ 
contradictions am 
ya (Patan 
one ascertain what th 


anini has not mention 
“Grammar. And it still remains to be e 


“the purpose, in such an extensive wor 
„erer a work begins to be Written, its 
“order to encourage the student in the study of the work; and As a 
10 * of fact we actaally find the aim definitely stated, even in the 
“ease of works whose aim is apparent from the very beginning ; as also 


cts 
ers 
ong the asser- 
jeli), and the Vartika 
e truth is Pp 

ed any purpose of the Science of 
xplained how he forgot to explain 
k. It is a general rule that when. 
aim is always definitely Stated, in 


NECESSITY OF USING CORRECT FORMS OF WORDS. 267 
i those 12 the Zetting up of which much effort is not required ; as for 
: Deion, , we are going to explain Dharma, ‘we are going to explain 
ie sacrifices,’ and so forth. While, even though the Science of Gram- 
“mar is extremely difficult, yet the Author when composing the Swiras, has 
“not stated either Dharma (Duty) or Artha (Wealth), or Kama (Pleasure), 
“or Moksha (Deliverance) to be the aim of the science. And certainly it 
„was not proper for him to disregard the most important factor (in the 
“treatment of a subject). Nor can it be held that the aim was too well- 
“recognised to require a distinct mention; because it was so well-recog- 
“nised, that even till now there is no unanimity among Grammarians on 
“ the point! 
3 (Nor is it possible for Dharma to be held to be the aim of the Scienco 
of Grammar, because) Dharma too is described to consist in such actions 
i ~ sacrifice, &c., as bring about certain definite results; and we do not 
i nd any such Actions laid down in grammatical works. It is true that 
“writers on Grammar have held that the knowledge of the Science of 
An bere or the using of words in accordance with the rules therein 
$ aid down, constitutes a Dharma; but this too is not as it should be, in 
the case of. scriptural works. That is to say, the purpose or scope of a 
“ scripture is always of a well-defined form; while in the case of Gram- 
“mar, we find that there is no certainty upon the point. As for insiance, 
“ Patanjali has declared that the knowledge of Grammar constitutes 
“ Dharma ; and Katyayana, fearing that such a conclusion would make the 
2 knowledge of incorrect forms of words also Dharma {as the knowledge 
of Grammar ineludes that of correct as well as incorrect forms), de- 
„elnred that Dharma consisted in the using of words in accordance with 
“Grammar ; and then again Patanjali reiterates his own theory that it 
“consists of the Knowledge of Grammar, And certainly, when there is 
“such a diversity of opinion on the point, we cannot ascertain exactly what 
“ the Dharma is (that would be accomplished by the Science of Grammar). 
“Tt is a well-recognised fact that of two correlated things, if ono is 
“held to have the character of Dharma, the other being only subsidiary 
“to it, cannot itself be recognised as Dharma, And kanae (a the, two 
“ correlated things, the Knowledge of Grammar and the Using of Words 
“in accordance with grammatical rules) if the knowledge be aceepied as 
“having the character of Dharma, then the usage (of words) which 18 & 
“ well-established fact of ordinary parlance, being accomplished by means 
“of the said knowledge,—even though it (the Usage) is found. to accord 
14 distinct help, it cannot be recognised as having any direct 95e id 
8 as the water that is left in curd after the solid particles beyp 1 
i removed is not accepted to have any direct nse of its real taken 
versely, if the usage of words according to grammatical pulaa 
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“ as constituting Dharma, then the Knowledge of the Science having all its 
„purpose fulfilled in the helping of the Usage, there is no desire on our 
“part to seek for any other use for it; and hence even if we meet with 
“any Vedic texts speaking of results (as following from the Knowledge of 
“ Grammar), we must take them as mere Arthavadas, in accordance with 
“ the arguments laid down under Sūtra IV—iii—i. And we have already 
“explained (under Sétra I—ii—4) that when two things treat of the same 
“ subject, if one of them be recognised to be the means of accomplishing 
“ a certain result, the other is not cognised as accomplishing the same re- 
“sult; as for instance, in the sentence—‘one who performs the Agva- 
“ médha sacrifice, and also one who knows this passes beyond all sorrow, 
u &.’—if the knowledge of the sacrifice be recognised as really bringing 
„ about the said result, why could any person engage in the elaborate 


„ sacrifice itself ? 
« And again, as the Science of Grammar itself has had a beginning ın 


“time, we can never admit the character of Dharma to belong either to its 
«u knowledge or to a usage according to it. Nor do we find any Vedic texts 
“standing in need of Grammar. It is only when the knowledge is 
u afforded by the eternal Veda that any action in keeping therewith can 
“bo accepted as bringing about a transcendental result. The know- 
“ledge of Grammar, however, depends solely upon the works of human 
“ authors ; and as such the mention, in grammatical works, of transitory 
“things &o. cannot be explained away by means of the arguments that wo 
“ have employed with regard to the mention of such things in the Mantras 
“and Arthavādas of the eternal Veda; and as such, they cannot be held 
“to be treating of the same subjects as the Veda. 
“Nor is Grammar itself ever recognised as eternal; because such 
« eternality is set aside by the mere fact of our being fully cognisant of 
«its propounders. If the eternality of Grammar were to be assumed on 
“ the ground of the eternality of the usage of words in accordance with its 
rules, —then too, the Science of Grammar being found to have been 
pounded by many authors, it can never be admitted to have any ators 
3 — 
i er & eternal, it cannot be the means of accomplishing 
X “ Nor is there any such (eternal) class as Vyakaranatva’ ; specially ag 
“all collection’ of sentences (that make the works on Grammar) bein 
“non-eternal (as composed by human authors), where could the et “| 
“ clasa subsist P. ii 
It may here be urged that, the works on Grammar consisting of rul 
10 (lakshanas) and tlie subject of the rules (i. e., the words treated of an 
“ explained under the rules), though the former are the works of human 
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authors and as such non-eternal, yet the latter being eternal, the existence 
“of (eternal) Vedic injunctions (in support of these) is quite possible. 

„But this cannot be; because the words being innumerable and en- 
“tirely different (from one another), unless there is a rule or assertion 
“embracing all of them, it is not possible for them to be spoken of in 
“any Injunctions, as we have shown above, (that in the absence of an all- 
“embracing assertion, we would require an endless number of Injunctions. 
“ And as the rules are non-eternal, there can be no Injunctions treating of 
ce them). 

“ Objection : ‘But we find the eternality of Grammar indicated by the 
Veda itself when we read—tasmadésha vudkrt® vagudyate (then comes 
“forth a vyākrta sentence) ? . 

“But it is not so; because all Vedic sentences being vyäkrta (sancti- 
“fed or clarified) by a traditional course of study, the sentence quoted 
“refers to these same Vedic sentences that are uttered at sacrifices or 
“ daring the study of the Veda. That is to say, the Vedic sentence,—hav- 
“ing its form definitely ascertained by means of the regulations with re- 


“gard to its consonants, vowels and accents, as handed down from teacher 


“to the disciple, in the course of an eternal tradition, 


—is spoken of as 
eee 


vydikrta (clarified), in contradistinction to all ordinary sentences; 
“which are not so sanctified. And certainly there is a Dharma in the 
“Knowledge of such Vedic sentences, as composing the Mantras and the 
“ Brébmanas, as also in the performance of actions in accordance with In- 
“ junctions laid down in these. é 

“The Grammarians quote the following passage from the Veda, in 
“support of the theory that Grammar in itself affords the means of ac- 
“complishing Dharma: ‘A single word correctly known, duly used, in 
“ accordance with scriptures, becomes a means of fulfilling all desires in 
Heaven aud on Earth.’ But this also is in praise of Vedic study itself. 
“In continuation of the Injunction that one should read the Veda every- 
“day,” we have an obligatory rule which lays down the necessity of the 
“daily reading up of even a single Rk, Yajush or Sima; and in reference 
“ to this, we have the praise above quoted, which means that in a case one is 
“unable to read up even a single complete Mantra, if he manages to utter 
“a single word as found in the scripture, that single word becomes a 
“ means of fulfilling all bis desires ; the expression ‘ Castranvita’ thus mean- 
“ing that which is found in the Veda ; ‘ correctly used =uttered or studied 
“in full accordance with the regulations of study—such as Initiation, 
“living with the tutor, attending upon him, with the sacred Kuga in 
“hand, and so forth. 


Another passage that they bring forward is—‘ Hence the Brahmans 
“should not behave like the Mleccha, i.e, he should not talk incorrectly, 
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because an incorrect word verily is Afleccha.’ But this passage only 
“lays down the prohibition of distorting the traditional readings of the 
“Veda. tis only the ordinary expression of the word that can be un- 
“derstood as apagabda (incorrect word), as it would be at variance with 
“ Vedic modes of expression; and that which is at variance only with ordinary 
“ every-day expressions can never be known as ‘apagabda.’ Because even 
“guch words as gr &., (which the orthodox Grammarian would call 
“an apagabda) are perceptible by the ear; and as such they cannot but 
“be accepted as denotable by the word ‘ Gabda,’ as comprehended under 
the idea of ‘ Gabda, ’ and as included in the class Cabda.’ If it is abso- 
ply the word ‘ apagabda,’ to expressions at variance 
—then, we cannot apply it to the languages of 
tries not included within: the sacred limits of 


00 Aryavarte Aelned as 
“tho Vindhya mountains, i 
«with regard to the languages of such foreign countries, we have the 
ie prohibition, One should not tanan the language of the Mlecchas,’ and the 
„ above- quoted passag e speaks of Mleccha word as synonymous with ‘apag- 
5 . 3 SPP ly the word ‘ apagabda’ to the words cur- 
Ras foe . come h are at variance with those current in 
$ Arran „ and usages of these foreign countries 
“ aro prohibited for the Arya, it is only natural that they should avoid 
„ their languag? also. And further we can never apply the word Mlec- 
oh words and expressions as gãvĩ bist kakao enki 
because the Aryavarta can never be spoken of as ‘Mleccha 955 


40 chic’ to any 8U 
60 Aryavarte, 
these words can never be spoken of as ‘apacahtu’; specially 
ý > 


4. and hence 
„ as an analogous word we have apavrta (contrary conduct); and this 


«ja found to be applied only to such conduct as is not permitted in 
40 Arya varta. 

« Another passage quoted by the Grammarian is— If one who has 
«taken to the Agnihotra happen to utter an apagabda, in expiation of 
« this, he should perform the Sarasvati sacrifice.’ But this only lays down 
“ an expintory rite that is to be performed if the person happen either to fell 
u a lie, or to distort a Vedic reading, or to pronounce a word of some forei. 
“language ; and it does not refer to the usc of words that may not 99 
“ sanctioned by the comparatively modern rales of Grammar. Because if 
“the use of words at variance with those sanctioned by these rules wer, 
“go very sinful, how could all Agnihotris deviate from tbis rightful 11 
“ (nnd we actually find them making use of such words as gv 92 1 
„ liko) ? Or, how could they escnpe from being cried down as vulgar ? p 
find that in the case of persons who have their minds een 


Sa rule, we 
performance of Dharma, it is only once in a away that iky 


“engaged in the 
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cap be found slightly infringing any rules (of conduct or of speech). And as 
“a matter of fact, we do not find the using of such words as g@vi,’ aud the 
“like marked down as an infringement’; nor do we find people having 
“any doubts or aversion to their use, as they have to the eating of Kalanja 
“(flesh of an animal killed by a poisoned arrow). And even if we take the 
“cases of a thousand Agnihotris, we do not find anyone of them to be 
“ using only such words as are sauctioned by the modern rules of Grammar. 
„Even among the authors of the Kalpas, the Sutras, works on Smrti, 
“ Mimiinsa and the Grhyas, many excellent writers are found to be 
= making use of words at variance with the rnles of Grammar. For 
“instance, in the Kalpa of Macaka, we meet with such sentences as 
“Samanamiteram Jyotishtoména,’ which is in imitation of the rule 
“t Samanamitarat gyénéna,’ and which has the ungrammatical form 
‘Sitaram’ in the place of, ‘itarat,’ In the sütras, we read—‘ Sadasi 
“‘stuviran,’ where ‘stuviran’ is in the Afmanepada which is a highly un- 
“ grammatical form; as the result uf the action of kymning does not per- 
“tain to the person hymning, and as such the proper form would have 
“been the Parasmaipada, as in ‘yajanti yajakih.’ So too we find Agva- 
“layona saying - pratyasitvd prdyagcittam &, where the word ‘ pratya- 
“sitvā’ being a compound, the correct past participial affix to use would 
“have been ‘lyap’ (and not ‘ktvG’); and again, we find him saying 
“*Siysnikshini aşya,’ where there being no compound in ‘ ajya,’ % 
“was not the right affix to use. Nérada says in his Ciksha— pratyishé 
“ brahma cintayét,’ where the word pratyiishé' (instead of pratyishasi.’) 
is as ungrammatical as the words gab and the like. We find Manu him- 
“self saying—‘ juatarah santi métyuktva,’ where the correct form would 
have been ‘më ityuktvd,’ and still he has disregarded the rules of Gram- 
“mar on the point and has merged the ‘i’ of iti into the ‘g’ of + ms.’ 
“In the Mimänsà, we have the sūtra ‘ gavyasya ca tadadishn, ’ ( viii-i-18) 
“whore the word gavya,’ applicable, according to approved grammatical 
„rules, to something proceeding from the body of the cow, has been applied in 
“ the sũtra to the ‘ Gat&mayana’ sacrifice. Then again, we have the sdira 
% dydvostathẽti cét,’ where the word dydvoh’ is wrongly used for ‘ dyāvā- 
1 „ a uP find the author of the Grhyas speaking of mūr- 
dhanyab ngagar 1 instead of murdhanyabhighranam.’ Through- 
. out the N irukta, wo fiud many words used against all rules of grammar ; 
such, for instance, as the assertion brahmand bravanat,’ which occurs dur- 
ing. the interpretation of the word ‘brahmana’ as occurring in the mantra 
“* Samvatsaram pacdydna’ &., where the word“ brahmana’ is explained 
“ag apylying to one who is capable of speaking or explaining ; and here the 
N proper form to use would have been brähmano vacandé’ and not drava- 
““ndit;’ because in such cases the root ‘ bra’ is transformed into vaci,’ 
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“ according the sūtra ‘bruvd vacth’ (Panini II—iv—53). And as for Puranas 
“and Itihāsas, there is no end of such ungrammatical words in them, as 
“for instance, ‘ubhabhya’ which is applied by tamers of elephants, 
“ Royal Princes and others, to such elephants as are capable of striking with 
“ both tusks simultaneously; and this is not in keeping with any roles of 
“grammar. Even in the Veda, we find many forms that are not in accord- 
“ ance either with general grammatical rules, or with those rules that have 
“been framed with special reference to Vedic usage. 
4 Nor can these anomalies in the Veda be said to be in accordance with 
es as lay down exceptions with reference to the 
‘the rules with reference to the terminations &., 
Veda,’ or that ‘in the Veda there are 
“ omalies, and so forth. Because there are certain instances 
3 a these exceptions do not serve to justify ohio: maee: E. g., 
« ¢ madbyë @pasya,’ where the change of c apam' into ‘apasya 18 anne way 
“ justifiable; 8° also in nicinavaram, where instead of the word ‘dviira’ 
«we have vara’ which, is found nowhere else except in the Lata 
ian i 
i Jang oe these considerations we conclude that there is no use of hay- 
th regard to the uses of words as are laid down in gram- 


“ing any rules wt f 
4 matical works, for the simple reason that no such rules can take in all 
«the words that are used. 

„ And further, even those who occupy the utmost pinnacle of gramma- 


wledge, are actually found to be making use of such ungrammatical 
words as gau and the like. For instance, in the Sutra (Pani- 
“ ni), the Vartika (of Katyayaua) and the Bhishya (of Patanjali), we 
s como across many corrupt forms of words. And certainly those sittin 
% on the horse, could never forget of the horse’s existence, if they had ie 
“ glightest intelligence, 
4 For instance, we have the s&tra ‘ Janikartuh prakrtth’ (Pauini—lI-iy- 
« 30), where me find two grammatical mistakes; the word ‘ Jani’ signifies 
“ the root ‘jan (to produce), and certainly the sūra doos not lay down 
“ tho Ablative termination for the producer (kartā) of the root; and the 
er a never being capable of signifying ‘that which is produced,’ 
antkarty oan never mean the producer,’ (which is what was reall 
“ meant); and hence we conclude that the word ‘ Janikartr’ is ag 1 
“correct in the sense of producer, as the word ‘açva’ in the sense of 
“ £ poor.’ (2) The second mistake is that the compound Janikartuh’ itself i 
“ absolutely ungrammatical, being a direct infringement of the sūtra (Panis 
ni II-ii-15) that lays down that there can be no compounding with ii 
“ nominatiyes ending in the affixes fre and aka; as here we have the baa 
“pounding of the word ‘karir’ (ky and trc); so also in the sutra 


“gnoh grammatical ral 
„ Veda—as for instance, 
“are not always observed in the 


et tical kno 
“forms of 
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“ prayojako hetuçea, (Panini I-iv-55) Pon we have the compounding of 
“ the word prog which ends in ‘ aku. ; 
“So as in the Vartika (of Katyayana), we meet with the 5 
ee dambhévhalgrahanasya Jativacakatvat siddham,’ where the oe 5 
“< jātivāçaka is an infringement of the sūtra Il-ii-l5 (the wor ha a 
“ending in ‘aka ). And again, we read anyabhavganty kālaça a T f 
“ véyat,’ and here, in the first place, the compound in pecans = 
is not easily explicable; and even when we are able to TRAN a eae 
“pound, the name‘ compound would preclude the name ‘ adjective ’ ; 
E * d in a word which is not 
„das such we would have the affix shyañ use 5 
“an Adjective; aud this would be an infringement of the sūtra 1 a 
“ V-i-124 (and then too the afix would be absolutely useless, as it wo 
“not change the meaning of the original word). Fete 
“In the Bhashya (ot Patanjali) too, we find the expression 97 5 15 
“ kanyāyēna, which is a Tatpurusha compound containing within itse i 
b mpound (avigca avikaçca = aviravakau, aviravikayoh aes 
and here, it was absolutely necessary to delete in the 
„ former compound the nominative termination in the first avih, in accor- 
1; but this has not been done in 
the correct form of which should have been avya- 
And again, we read—anyathakriva coditam anyatha- 
“kriva paribarah’. 


; where we find that the affix ‘namul’ has not been 


n though its use ia distinctly laid down by Pānini in sūtra 
111 -iv-27, 


40 Nor c 
“of their b 
“as such 
“only to 
“ For thos 
55 entirely 
e we 


an the use of the above 
eing ‘nipatas’ (grammati 
quite correct. We can 


expressions be justified on the ground 
cal forms assumed to be correat) sod 
apply the mechanism of the ‘ nipaite 
those words that are not found to be subject to any other rules. 
© however that come directly under certain rules, their use is 
barred by such rules (if the use is against them). Because 
have already shown above that when there is contradiction between 
j usage and Smrti, ts aside the former. And in 18 
K we find the expressions Jantkartuh,’ TE 55 
a the V against Certain distinct rules. A word is said to be 55 
11 the ground of its being a nipāta, only when it is not found to HP Rule) 
i use in that case, there being no Smrtt (i. e., arene 
Ee Ping to the word, the mere fact of its being used is made ere i vibe 
ating to the parts of the word; and ther 
4 aY be justified. 5 
“not eine People might argue that the rules (laid down by rane be: 
Pplicable to the language of the rules (the sūtras) t on itself, and 
: Possible for anything to have an action np 
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“ because that which is the lakshana’ (the means of pointing out) cannot 
„ itself be the ‘lakshya’ (the object pointed out). 

But we cannot admit of any auch arguments; because the word 
“ appearing in one sūtra can very well form the object of, and be amenable 
“ to, the definitions (and rules) contained in another sūtra, exactly as one 
“ word is always capable of being pointed out by another word. (And this 
“ would not be à case of anything having an action upon itself). 

And as a matter of fact, we find the Mahäbhäshya itself applying 
“ one rule or sūtra (of Panini) to another sūtra; as for instance, we read 
“ ander sūtra I- i-1— why have we not here the K instead of the final C? 
“ this question distinctly showing that sutra I- i I is meant to be amenable 
(“to sutra VIII-ii-30; and again under sira Il-i-l, we read—* koyam gab- 
“ dah’ &., which goes on to explain the word in question in accordance 
« with another siira. ` And as @ matter of fact, if suras were not applicable 


“to sutras, whole worke of grammar would form a mass of mistakes. And 


“any half-and-half application 0 


£ the rules would make the work entirely 


% untrustworthy. 
8 Some people might argue thus: The rule that one should use only 
. correct words is laid down with special reference to the words used dur- 


“ing the performance of a sacrifice, and not to those used in the siitras or 
in their commentaries.’ í N 

“« But this is not right; (1) because the using of correct words is 
u spoken of as bringing about all desirable results in this world as well ag 
«in heaven’; and (2) because otherwise the mention of ‘one who has 
«taken to the fire’ (Agnihotri) would be absolutely redundant in the 
« Vedic text which lays down that if such a person utters an incorrect 
« word he should perform the Sérasvatt sacrifice, because the person enga- 
“ ged in a sacrifice is always ‘one who has prepared the fira’; and hence if 
« the using of correct words were necessary for him only, it would not be 
« necessary to mention such a person in the above text laying down the 
et Sarasvati sacrifice. 

“In the chapter on Jyotishtoma, we read fasmũd brãhmanairna 
«u mléechitavat’ (said with reference to the Vajasnéyis) ; aud though this 
« occurs with special reference to the performance of a sacrifice, yet in this 
“ case, the word mlécchitavai’ means the distorting of the readings of the 
“ Veda established by tradition, or the using of the language of the Mlec- 
“ chas, za we have already shown above. (And hence this text can have no 


“bearing upon the point at issue). A 
“Then again in the Mahabhashya, wo find that, having put the question 


e which are the words here treated of?’ the author replies—<‘ the 
„ words Vedic as well as worldly,’ where the words used in the Veda are re- 


. presented as something absolutely different, from those in ordinary vsa, 
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„But as a matter of fact, we find almost all the words in the Veda to be 
“the same that are met with in ordinary usage; and as such only a very 
“slight differentiation, if any, was needed. And hence an assertion like 
“the above—expressing as it does an absolute difference between them— 
“ cannot be justified. 

“ Again, the Mahabhdshya has cited the words t gauh, ‘gavak,’ &., 
“as being those met with in ordinary usage; but this is not quite right; be- 
‘cause all these words are found in the Veda also; and have been borrow- 
“ed from the Veda itself. It is only such words as are spoken of in the 
“ satvas as being used in ‘ordinary usage only,’ that should have been cited 
“(as the examples of words in ordinary usage). In the same manner, as 
“examples of ‘ Vedic words,’ the Mahabhashya has cited —' Cunno dévirabhish- 
“ taya §c. Go.; but this too is not correct; because the words contained in 
„these Cam &c.’—are also met with in ordinary usage; and the parti- 
“cular order in which they occur in the particular sentence cannot justify 
“us in speaking of them as exclusively ‘Vedic.’ Nor does Grammer treat 
“ of sentences. And hence it is only such purely Vedic forms as grö“. 
‘nami, ‘datviiyatha and the like, that should have been cited here and 
“nob Oanno dévi Fo.’ But such purely Vedic forms could not be com- 
“ patible with another declaration of the Mahabhashya—that ‘ the meanings 
“of words are known from ordinary usage’ (because the purely Vedic forms 
“can never have their meanings ascertained by ordinary usage). 

“ And on the other hand, if Grammar treated of ouly such words 
“as are met with in ordinary usage, it could refer to only such words as 
gas and the like; as it is only these that are exclusively ‘worldly,’ 
“never being met with in the Veda. And as for the words ‘gauh’ and 
“the like, they can certainly be said to have been borrowed, in ordinary 
“usage, from the Veda itself. As says Manu: ‘Each of the various 
“works on Smrti &c., were composed out of the Veda itself.’ And asa 
“ matter of fact, even nowadays we find that persons learned in the 
“Vedas, make use of whole sentences from the Veda, even in giving ex- 
pression to thoughts relating to every-day life; and in that case, it 15 by 
“no means impossible for single words to have been borrowed from the 
“ Veda. 

a t Then again, the words contained exclusively in the Veda, having their 

forms indelibly fixed by the well-regulated traditional system of the 
“getting up of each individual word therein contained, do not stand in 
“ need of any rules ov definitions (for the pointing ont of the correct 
“forms of words), specially as for these there can be no better, or more 
“anthoritative, means of comprehending than the Teacher bimeelf. 
“ And in fact Panini himself has declared the rules and definitions to be 
“dependent upon the Veda, which clearly shows that these rules oan have 
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“very little use, with reference to the purely Vedic forms — sm 
“ Because the laying down of any rules with regard to Vedic wor te 
“be as useless as the laying down of rules for agriculture &c., which are 
matters of ordinary every-day experience. 


“The Mahabhashya has pointed out various uses of the Science of 
“Grammar, chief among which are (1) Raksha, (2) Uha, (3) Agama, (4) 
“ Laghu, and (5) Asandéha; but none of these is tenable à because all these 
“are accomplished by means other than Grammar, which is found to be 
7 i i use in them. 

5 . e Boha. or the preserving of the Veda, the greatest 
“ means of this protection consists in the relationship of the Teacher and the 
“pupil; because it is a well-known fact that the form and order of the 
“ Vedic sentences which have got nothiug to do with 
“kept intact only on account of the fact of their bein 
“and the slightest disarrangement in the order has b 


“ serious offence; (which is not pointed out by Gram 
“any difference in the order 


grammar, have been’ 
S continually studied; 
een said to be a ver 

mar, according to which 
of the sentence is not a matter of any conse. 
‘“‘quence). And with regard to this, it has been said— That by meang 
“of which the object in question is is accepted ag its 
“lakshana or definition; en the hundredth 


part of the object, can little use in the matten > 
“ That is to sa th 3 on 
y, 8 the Veda is found to 


everything in connection 


— 


fully comprehended 
and that which leaves off ey 


be accepted to be of very 
the traditional system of teachin 
n the means of keeping intact, 
“with it; while Grammar deals with the single factor of words, and l 

“off all the more important ones, of the sentence, ? eaves 


$ its order &.; and ag 
held to be of much use, in matters relating to 
Preserving (Raksha) of it. 


gs (in connection with the Samay, 
has got very little use with re. 


a Say, in the Aucchikya section 
, `: And all the Parts of ‘the’ Sama defined in accor- 
seat Wil Ge o er; and this helps us to all the information that 
gard to the form of the Sama; and these definitions 

Tpose of dividing the Sama into its five parts of the 
© are passing from one verse to 
“ning of certain forms of words only, it ca 
“ keeping of the Vedas, Which are coll 
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“of words and sentences, and which can never have their words newly 
“created or formed. For a person who could keep up the words and sen- 

. “ tences, and the various combinations of these, as contained in the Veda, 
„by the help of the rules Go., detailed in the Veda itself,—he could cer- 
“tainly successfully keep up, by the same means, the idea of the roots and 
“affixes Go., (and for this small matter of roots &., there can be no use 
“of a different branch of study in the shape of Grammar). 

“And again, if the persons learned in the Veda would believe in the 
“fact of the Veda being kept up by means of the Grammar, whenever 
“they would have any doubts on any point relating to the Veda, they 
„would proceed to the Grammarian to have them removed. But (as a 
matter of fact the means of keeping up the Veda being contained in the 
“ Veda itself, why should the Vaidika seek the help of the Grammarian ; 
“ because) when a person has a vessel full of water hanging by his own 
side, wherefore should he seek after other sources of water for washing 
“his hands? And even in ordinary life we find that when a man wants 
“to know something, he betakes himself to persons that are recognised to 

be authorities on the subject in question. For instance, the Ayurvéda be- 
„ing the science most needed in regard to medication, it is from the 
“doctors of that science that people learn all about the nature and the 
“ medicines of diseases. 

„In the same manner, whenever in the mind of the Vedic student 
“ there arise doubts or misconceptions with regard to the words and sen- 
“tences of the Veda, the only persons that afford any help in clearing 
ig away the difficulties, are the more advanced among his own fellow- 
“students of the Veda, and not the grammarians. Hence, as a matter of 
“ fact. we find that the whole of the Veda is kept up by means of these 
* students themselves; and even when there are actual mistakes in the 
“accents and the letters, the Vaidika student never condescends to seek 
“the help of the teachers of other sciences (which they consider to be far 
“ beneath their own ent the Veda). And hence, the teachers of the 
“Veda, who are a devoted to the good of their disciples aud 
“always anxious to elp them in their difficulties, are the only persons 
“ that help in keeping up the Veda; and hence it is this traditional system 
“of teaching alone that can be admitted to be the means of the Veda being 
“kept intact. 

„ And thus we find that the Science of Grammar cannot be said to be 
“studied for the purpose of preserving the Veda. 

“ And as for ordinary parlance too, all that is necessary, in the way 
“of talking and writing—even of poetical works and the rest—is actually 
* found to be accomplished, even without any Grammar, by the help of the 
* languages themselves. 


— C 
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“ Even though found to serve no useful purpose in ordinary talk- 
“ing Go., the Science of Grammar may be held to have its use in the composi- 
“tion of Sanskrit poetry, exactly as the rules and regulations contained in 
“the several Prakrta Grammar &c., have their use in that of Präkrta 
“poetry and drama &c.,—yet (we could explain the sūtra as that) the 
“Science of Grammar not affording the rules and regulations with ro- 
“regard to the composition of poetry, and such compositions being capable 
“of being accomplished by means of the mere languages themselves, the 
“said grammar could not rightly be accepted as laying down any proper 
“rules for the usage of words. Even iv the matter of the ornaments of 
Poetry, grammar is not found to be of much use; on the contrary, it is 
“only on account of the restrictions of grammar that authors are Stten 


“obliged to use distinctly unmelodions avd unrythmical words and ex- 
“pressions. ` 


& 0 fase es again, the mere fact of a certain word being grammatically 
plane gammy justify us to use it, if it happens to be one that is not ac- 
“ lished in Sing usage; and as for the words that are already estab- 
“less, d Y usage, any rules or definitions would be absolutely use. 


“ And 
“serve the thus we find that even in ordinary parlance, Grammar cannot 
“ (2) Res keeping up any words or expressions &c, 


ha j 5 - : 
“ Grammar can 8870 (Conjecture or supplying of ellipses), 


en ful pu y Science of 
O us . i i j a . . 
“words; because 185 Stul purpose in this conjecture or supplying of 


“ Fan genetly like the sete... 8 1 85 T al 
“from that which ca : : iation i tee 
4 Mimiren rr unot (which differentiation is done by the science of 
For i 
Ba) oe SS 5 the Mantras that are employed in the Primary sacri. 
“upon it (2 | Brena as (1) the fact of their having a direct 
4 to it, (3) that 15 15 their serving a certain visible purpose witt 
ain these five . ew forming an integral part of the sacr 
e es, there can be no: conjectural modification 
8 N Wi they come to be employed at the c 
Mig. 111 hile in cases other than those thr 
undergo conjectural modifications 
“ present themsel veg. i 
“ ind — u One can obtain all these informations from other g 
i aes 5 the cience of Grammar, how could he fail to get at the 
` p P Tad 5 13 pression to these? At all times, the Veda is the 
thn J i 10 — ®ceptacle (of words and expressions); and as such, 
peep e 4 ms easily pet all the words that they want from the Veda 
“ itself (an e would be no use of Grammar in this), And again, 


bearing 
1 regard 
ifice itself, — 
8 made in the 
orresponding subsidiar 

18 specified, the Mantrag 
according to the special purposes that 


ources, 
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“ when we find such words as ‘ gāvī’ and the like being actually used with 
“reference to certain definite objects, how could this well-established 
“usage be ever set aside ? 

“As regards the words signifying the names of deities, we have the 
“Jaw laid down under sūtra X-iv-23, which shows that they are employed 
“in the sacrifices in the very form that is pointed out by the parts of the 
same or other sentences, in accordance with the procedure laid down in 
“ the original Injunction, without the slightest reference to any considera- 
tions of the correctness or otherwise of one or the other of the various 
“synor yma of words. And on this point we have certain Sciences, like 
“the Kalpasittras and the Mimansaé, which serve to point out the use of 
“ the said names in regard to Dharma. 

“As for the words that signify the substances and their properties 
“ &c., these have their complete forms pointed out by the objects lying near 
“the porson concerned, and as such come to be used in convection, with 
“the sacrifice; and hence there being no chance for the use of any words 
“ not so pointed out, even though there may be certain words (denotative 
“of substances and properties) that are used with reference to an object 
“meant to süpply the deficiencies in the Mantras concerned,—yet their 
“use cannot be regulated by the Science of Grammar, as this is not found 
“to have any bearing upon such usage. The use of Mantras in the Primary 
“sacrifice is in accordance with certain scriptural Injunctions, (contained 
“in the Veda), while in the subsidiaries, their use is regulated by the 
“ exigencies of the circumstances and objects concerned; and this does not 
“necessarily consist of only such forms of words as are in keeping with 
“ grammatical rules. N 7 a PE 5 

“ As for the rules of Grammar itself, they cannot have any basis in the 
Veda; and as they are the products of the human brain, they cannot have 
“an injunctive force; and as they are found to have their own authority 
“shaken by the additions and alterations, deletions and contradictions, 
“contained in the sitras themselves,—to contain in themselves endless 
“ discrepancies in the modifications of roots and affixes that are gratuitous- 
“ly laid down (in grammatical works), —and to depend upon such known 
human agencies as those of Panini and others, —they can never be ec- 
“ cepted as scriptures bearing upon the eternal use of words during the 
“ performances of the eternal sacrifices, . 8 Heats 

“Thus then, those persons who are experts in the knowledge of the 
“ aaorifcos and their accessories, having all their necessary conjectural 
“ modifications accomplished by means of the usage of words in. the Veda 
“and in ordinary parlance,—what would be the use of Grammar Gare: 
“ gard to auch Conjectures) p ar eee 

And it is with a view to this well-known incapability of the Science 


280 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. I—PADA III—ADHI 9. 


; : i in the 
“of Grammar to accomplish any such conjectural See . 
„ Mantras) that the Commentators (on the Kalpasittras 33 
“as follows: The subsidiaries (Purānātyā, Sc.), Scag ia these do not 
“ 0 mother, &.), the organs of sense (the Sun as = . ee 5 
“undergo any conjectural modifications; as 55 fin ald „ 
“ Adhrigu Mantra (Dévyah gamitarah, $c.) C nnot in any way be 
“sach modifications are possible, Ea certainly these ca 
“ affected by the rules of Grammar). Mahabhashya speaks of is 
_ (83) * The tated = 3535 has not the study of the 
n agoma o n awe result of sacrifices? That is to say, the scrip- 
“Veda been described as he origin of all that has to be done in the Way of 
“taro is 5 a aid 1 (and hence to assert the scripture to 
1 5 served by the rules of Grammar Pe SA y 55 5 
“ as to declare the study of the Veda to be the result o © sacrifices laid 
“ aA urged that what the Mahabhashya means is that the use of 
“ Grammar is that which is pointed out as such, in the scriptures Seven 
“this could not hold water; because we do not find any such use mentioned 


“in the scriptures; and also because the text that is brought forward in 
“ support of the study of Grammar distinctly mentions the fact of such 
study not serving 


any purpose. That is to say, the Vedic text in ques- 
“tion is— the Veda with all its six subsidiary sciences is to be studied 
“without a view to any result’; and this distinctly shows that the study 
“of grammar has no use. As for scriptures, we do not admit of any such; 
“apart from the Vedic texts themselves; and certainly, how could the eternal 
“Veda contain any injunctions with regard to the 8 


tudy of the rules of 
„grammar, which have had a beginning in time? 
“ Thus then, w 


® actuall 
“the Catapatha B 


have in 
réhmana is that ‘the Veda should A 


“ that could be found in the Veda; 
“ eternal subject 


of study. And as for the Injunction of 
mar or any other of the subsidiary sci 


eginning in time, ca 

2, or to have a self. 
upon eternality. 

And as a matter of fact, Grammar has got no claims t 

“ed among the ‘subsidiary sciences’ of the Veda; because it does n 

“necessary purpose with regard to the Veda ; nor does i 

“ part of it. That is to say, none of the six means o 


nnot be said toh 
sufficient authority 3 as bein 


o be count. 
ot serye an 
t form 


: an integral 
f interpretation— 
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s Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, Context, Syntactical Connection 
$ Position or Name—points to Grammar as serving any useful purpose 
with regard to the Veda; and as for being an integral part of the Veda 

“ how could that which has bad a beginning in time form part of that which 
“is eternal? 

“ For these reasons, we must explain the expression ‘ the Veda with 
« its six subsidiary sciences’ as referring to its constituent parts, in the 
“following manner: The ‘six subsidiaries’ referred to must be taken to 
« be the six means of interpretation—Direct Assertion &c.; as it is only 
“ when interpreted through these that the Veda becomes capable of rightly 
pointing out Dharma. 

“An objection is here rnised: ‘If the subsidiaries referred be taken 
“ag those contained in the Veda itself (i. e., Direct Assertion, &.), and not 
“ as anything outside it (as Grammar, Nirukta, &c.), then in that case the 
“ qualification with the siz subsidiaries would be absolutely meaningless. 
“Specially as we can have a qualification, only when such & one is possi- 
‘ble, and when a qualification is actually needed for the purpose af set- 
“ ting aside certain incongruities (or contradictions); and certainly as there 
«ig no incongruity in the Veda with regard Direct Assertion Go., what 
“could be specified by a qualification of these subsidiaries? [That is to 
“gay, Grammer not being invariably concomitant with the Veda, a2 
“ qualification is needed in order to make it an object of study together 
“ with the Veda; while Direct Assertion, &o., are always contained in the 
Veda; and hence any qualification of these would be absolutely mean- 


“ ingless].’ 
“ Reply : 
4e with a full 


Our firm conviction is that one who studies the Veda, 
knowledge of these—Direct Assertion, &c.,—and a due differ- 
« entiation of these, by means of the causes, forms and results (of actions) ,— 
he alone fulfils in full the conditions of the said Injunction (that one 
« ghould study the Veda with its six subsidiaries ’). 

« Or, we might take the expression should study in the sense of should 
u understand or know; and in that case the said Injunction would mean 


uld know the Veda as consisting of Direct Assertion, go. Or, we 
d not as 


should 


« that ons sho 4 
« could. take the expression ‘t Vedodhy@yah’ as ‘vedah dhayah’ (an 


«u s pedah adhyëyah 9). the meaning of the Injunction being that one 
u contemplate on or ponder over the Veda, which has all its meanings mani- 
4 fested by means of Direct Assertion, &c. 

«Thos we find that the said Injunction lays down the pondering over 
g of the Veda, in the way shown in the Mimansa siitras ; and 


be taken as laying down the study of Grammar. 
mmatical facts 


dy of the Bix 


“the meanin; 


“ it can never ©” 
“Then again, 28 2 matter of fact, we have certain gra 


“in the Veda itself; and the said Injunction of the stu 


36 
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“subsidiaries may be taken as referring to the 
“in the Veda. As for instance, the Veda points out the reason why the 
“ curd is called ‘ dadhi,’ and so forth ; aud in this way we have in the Vedic 


“ Arthavadas, many grammatical and etymological explanations of words. 
“And the said Injunction ma 


y be taken as laying down the study of the 
“ Injunctive portions of the Veda, together with the Arthavadas that con- 
“ tain such explanations. 


“Or again, 
“of the Veda, w 


Grammar that is contained 


there are certain Pratigakhyas in relation to each branch 
hich are studied with as much regard as the Veda itself ; 
“and as these are actually found to be of use in matters relating to the 
“ Veda, they can certainly be taken as the ‘Subsidiaries’ of the Veda. 
“That is to say, those that are actually found to have a certain use (or 
“ operation) in regard to the Veda, cannot but be accepted, by that fact 
alone, as its subsidiaries ; but this cannot be said with regard to the works 
„of Panini and the rest, which only here and there treat of Vedic senten- 
“ces; and that too, only with a view to cloak it in Vedic authority. 
If it be urged that the grammars of Panini and others could bea 
as ‘scriptures’ relating to Actions, just like the Pratigakhyas, 
put deny it; because the grammars of Panini and the rest do not at all 
“treat of the form of the Veda itself ; that is to say, all that these gram- 
„mars do is to lay down certain purified forms of words, without any 
“reference to the form of the Veda. While the Pratigakhyas deal with 
“ accent, conjunction of letters, hiatus, explanations, precedence and se- 
“quence, &., all of which are directly connected with the study of the text 
“of the Veda itself. And as such this fact distinctly points to the f 
“the Pratigakhyas, 


act of 
and not the grammars of Panini, &., being the real 
subsidiary“ of the Veda. 


8 Nor again is the declaration of Seripture (as bein 
“the grammars) quite compatible with what has been 
the Mahabhashya. Because the Scripture that is hero 

“ 
getting up of the verbal 


; text; while the B75 5. V. 
“ occasion, asserted the ¢ . ahabhashy 


ecepted 
—we cannot 


g the Purpose of 
asserted before in 


meant is the mere 


former 
Scripture 


k y 
a, the mere getting a knowledge of the 
“ee 


“ And further, 
„Veda with its six 


irtika that 
ings pros. 


“pel ity,’ cannot but be rejected the afore. 


as being directly contradictory to 
“said Vedie Injunction, 
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(4) “ Another use of Grammar that the Mahabhashya speaks of is that 
“it tends to simplify (make laghu ) the process of differentiating the correct 
“ from the incorrect forms of words. But this is only proper, being the only 
“ resource left to him, when all other uses have been shown to be untenable}; 
“and this is true enough | 

“Or, it may be that the ‘ simplification’ spoken of really means com- 
“ plication,’ by the process of ‘contrary expression’ (i. e., ironical method), 
“exactly as the word ‘coward’ is applied to a really brave man! 
„That is to say, all that grammatical works are found to do is to point 
“out the forms of words that already exist and are known in the ordinary 
“world, after having gone through endless complicated processes, such as 
“ the laying down of most difficult verbal root forms, and queer unādi and 
other affixes, mixed up with an endless number of extraordinary nomen- 
“clatures and postulates, dealing with gratuitous arguments and counter- 
“arguments. And yet with all this, there are only a few students who 
“ can rightly apply these elaborate processes to words other than those 
“that are actually cited as examples. And thus we find that the process 


“ employed is terribly complicated ; and then to speak of it as ‘simplify- 
“ing cannot but be taken as mere empty praise (ironical). 


“ Some people have declared that the real character of words cannot 
“be known without Grammar. But it would have been as reasonable for 
“them to say the same thing with regard to the perception of Colour, 
“Taste, Odour and Touch! Certainly, in regard to matters perceptible by 
“the senses, how could any person, knowing the real nature of the scriptures 
“and ordinary experience, declare them to he capable of being compre- 
“ hended by means of the scriptures? Hence we must read the said declara- 
“tion thus—‘the real nature of words is not known without the sense 
“ of audition’; because on this point there is no difference of opinion; as 
„we actually find that there is no perception of words by the deaf, &e. 

(5) „The fifth use of Grammar that the Mahabhashya has spoken of is 
“that it helps to remove all doubts with regard to the meanings of Vedic 
“ passages (‘ Asandéha.’) But this also is not correct ; because grammar does 
“not in any way help us to ascertain the meanings of words or sentences- 
“For as a matter of fact, we find that many doubts with regard to the 
„meanings of words are set aside by the observation of the usage of ex- 
“ perienced and learned people; and the few that are still left are cleared 
“by the help of commentaries, etymological explanations, Kalpasittras, and 
“the persons versed in matters relating to the Veda; because all these 
“latter deal with the meanings (of words and sentences). On the wen 
“hand, Grammar takes no notice of the meanings of words, dealing ves 
“merely verbal forms; and as such it cannot in any way help us in n 
s taining the meanings of Vedic passages. 


- b .9- 
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ar points it out 
„For instance, in the case of a certain eee ——ů— with 
“as being made up of certain roots and affixes, 5 — as a matter of fact, 
“ a certain action (denoted by the verbal root), whi M not the slightest 
“we find that when the noun isg actually used, there lained as made up of 
idea of the said action: e.g., the word ‘Go’ is exp ould make the word 
“the root gam (togo) and the affix do; and these 1 matter of fact we 
95 applicable to all that moves (or goes). But as élase (of animals); 
“find the word used with reference to a ee oe in keeping with 
“and certainly the explanation of a word ane an arbitrary one). In 
“its generally recognised signification (and no and uddra which, as 
“ the same manner, we have the words, kugala er of grass, and one whose 
“ grammatically explained, would mean, the piani we do not find these 
wife id good (respectively); but as a matter by the arbitrary grammatical 
“words used in the sense fastened to them by a? and ‘ajakaraaa’ are 
„rule. And so also, though the words ‘ agvakarn being made to mean 
“grammatically explained as compounds (thereby j liiy i 
ectively),—yet in ordin- 
“the ear of the horse and the ear of the goat resp heh havana 
“ary usage, they are used in the sense of certain herbs, w ime mr 
“nection with the signification of the - several consti uen parts 0 
“the words; exactly like the word orksha ’ n B 
“would mean that which is being cut, while ordinarily, it is used in the 
“sense of the tree. So too in the case of the word ‘ mi though 
5 grammatically it is made up of the word ‘ Raja’ with a pa = ins affix 
“(and thereby it would mean the king’s son), yet the a any Tecognia- 
“ed meaning is entirely different from the said i ie . 
“Then again, we find certain grammatical rules to be ai y against 
“the Veda itself; and certainly, even if we accept these, they Sanno be 
accepted as subsidiary to the Veda. For instance, grammar points out 


the word ‘kaléya’ to be made up of ‘kali’ and ‘dhak? and the word 
ue Vämadēvya of ‘ Vämadë 


g capable 
chers and 
the rest, 
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“ which are explained in accordance with the sequence and precedence 
“of Vedic passages. 

“ And as in the case of these words we actually find their meanings 
“duly ascertained, independently of grammar, we conclude that even in 
“the case of such words as sthd/aprshatz’ and the like (where the signi- 
“ fication of the word depends upon the nature of the compound, which 
can be learnt only by means of the accent as regulated by grammatical 
“ rules), we can safely have recourse to the commentators themselves (for 
“ the ascertaining of the actual meaning of the said words). And as such 
“there can be no use of Grammar on this poiut. 

“ Then again, with regard to the true meanings of sentences, thousands 
“of donbta arise in our minds; and Grammar is not found to be able to 
“express even a single phase of the question (to say nothing of being 
“able to set aside the doubt completely and point out the true conclusion). 

“If the use of Grammar lay in the removal of all doubts with regard 
“to the meaning of Vedio passages, then it would certainly have helped 
to solve questions like the following: (1) Are the Arthavada psssages 
“ capable of expressing independent meanings of their own, or are they 
“only supplementary to the Injunctive passages ? (2) Is the mention of 
“the faot of the Udumbara wood being power’ to be taken as pointing out 
“a result that would follow if the sacrificial post were made of that wood, 

“or it only serves to eulogise the particular wood P (3) Whether a certain 
“ passage mentioning a reason is to be taken as an Injunction or an Artha- 
“vada P (4) Whether the use of a certain Mantra brings about @ seen or 
“an unseen result ? (5) Whether it is only one or all the vessels that one 
“has got to wash? &c., &. If it be urged that— these questions being 
“treated of by the Mimānsë are not taken up by grammar, "then, 
“inasmuch as we find many such words as ‘sthilaprshat’ and the like 
“having their meanings duly ascertained in the Kalpasitras, with regard 
“to such words, it becomes all the more improbable for grammar to serve 


“any useful purpose. 
“And again, whenever there are any doubts as to 
“ grammatical rules themselves, the true meaning is as 
“the explanations contained in the commentaries ; and certainly, 
~“ nothing to debar such explanatory commentaries appearing with refer- 
«fence to, the doubtfal words occurring in the Veda (and as auch there 
ot wouia be nothing left to be done by grammar). And 5 
a there is a postulate that explanatory commentaries serve the pe 
of bringing abont specific ideas,—just as the fact of there being. ve it of 
“ doubts with regard to a oertain grammatical rale does not COPE odhiti 
1 its character of a rule *; so too the mere fact of there 3 
with regard to a Vedic passage cannot deprive it of ite Vedic © 


the meaning of the 
certained through 
there is 


= eo HI 9. 
6 T 
28 


er 
: in words, he can nev 
j knows the actual meanings of certain —— and as such 
„ And until one dic passage by the mere help of Grem in ‘the: meaning 
“explain any Ve 97 rr i e 3 the Veda 
this latter canno And the explanatory oe oe Suel: ware si 
1 n continuous as the en p 1. without the help of 
“being 98 chon d the rest are found to be explained, 
“sthūlaprshat” an ar be said to help in 
Grammar. the accents as treated of in Tmp words in ordinary 
Nor can of the meanings of words 1 An enen e den 
“the ascertaining be accentuated, we conclu h they cannot be uti. 
being found to be £ usage; and as suc matter of fact 
mego irely beyond the pale S f Vedic passages. Asa lished 
“ thing entire 7. ining the meanings o eds is always accomplishe 
“ lised in e real meanings of wor r 15 
“the 5 of experienced people. d of the compound is acute 
“by — 5 s E nopon tap aanthad the last wor ialities of accents 
wand so forth—in the usages of these people, any pe 
“and so forth,— have an effect upon the 
2 never in “san e of the meanings of sentences depended upon 
“ words. And if the no cognition of the meanings 
“ Ge specialities of accents, there = —— a 88 Yeon: ge 
“of those Vedic passages, whose pr e of such passages duly 
“But asa matter of fact, as we fin 85 e . Accents), 
einen by: moans of main IKER be said to belong to the Ac- 
“the denotativeness of those oe the accentuation of the Vedic tex 10 
“cents, And hence we 8 festa lentall result; specially as it is only 
pres taveronl ys ee the reciting of Mantras at the sacrifices in- 
i nection wi : $ 1 è 
s has ae ordinary Brahmayajna (Daily sacrifices or Duties of the 
0 
“ Bralmana). z 
eal 155 hence even the grammatical rules that refer to Accents may be 
“said to serve some sort of a purpose with regard to such transcendental 
40 1 but never with regard to tlie words in ordinary usage; because 
“ eaeatansions is found to have absolutely no use in ordinary parlance. 
And as a matter of fact, the Accentuation, as laid down in Grammar, is 
u found to help us in ascertaining the real meanings (of words or 
“ never 5 ; Specially because what we find in grammatical works, 
i H g p “ieaobiog of tle verbal forms of words, and not of their 
‘ 1 o 
“ meanings. not be sa 
t Grammar can 
“ Thus then, we a mg ec of removing doubts with regard 
“rily studied as p ar h conn specially as it is not found to treat 
ings o 2 
a bier enna or uses of words, Gb., as could be of any use in the 
“of such i f the menning (of words or sentences). 
“ ascertaimmng O 


id to be necessa. 
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“After having laid special stress upon the five aforesaid uses of 
„Grammar, the Mahabhashya proceeds to enumerate ‘many other uses’ of 
“it; but of these some are such as cannot be spoken of as ‘uses’; u few 

‘are such as have the mere semblance of a ‘ use’ ; while some are entirely 
“groundless. And again when the usefulness of the science has not been 
“ established by means of the five, that were spoken of as the ‘primary 
“ uses,’ that it will be proved by that of the secondary uses, is a hope too 
“sanguine to be realised; and the attempt has all the resemblance of a 
“drowning man catching at a straw. 

, (1) “The Makabhashya quotes the Vedic text— The Asuras ut- 
tered the (incorrect words) helayah, and hence they were defeated ... 
he, the utterance of an incorrect word is behaving like a Mleccha’; and 
from this concludes that the use of Grammar lies in protecting us from 
a being a Mleccha. But what the real meaning of the word *Mleccha’ 

is we have explained above (as referring to the distorting of the textual 
“ readings of the Veda). 

(2) “ The second use spoken of by the Maiabhashya is that it protects 
“us from the misfortunes that befall those uttering incorrect words, as 
“evinced by the text—‘a word pronounced incorrectly, either as to its 
“ accents or letters, becomes a thunderbolt killing the sacrificer, as for in- 
“stance the word indragatru (which was addressed to Vrtra, as the killer 
“ of Indra, a Genitive Tatpurusha, but asthe accent that was used was that of 
“the Bahuvrihi compound, Vrtra became one whose killer was Indra)? But 
here the Mahabhashya has substituted in this text the word ‘word’ for 
Mantra, which is the reading known to many men; and thie substitution 
“of a different reading only shows an undue degree of partiality to his own 
“theories. And as for the misfortunes of sinfulness befalling the sacri- 
“ ficer who employs incorrect Mantras, it is a fact that no one denies; speci- 
“ally as we have many texts, —f. i. ‘the sentence that is killed (spoilt) by 
“the priest, kills the sacrificer himself ’—that clearly point to the fact of 
é 5 ee : 
5 the discrepancies in the use of M antras by the Priests bringing about evil 
results to the sacrificer. And itis because the text refers to the mistakes 
`: of Mantra that it has cited the use of a Mantra— indragatro vardhasva 

—as an example, 
(3) “The Mahabhsah, 


1 ya cites a passage from the Nirukta :— That 
which is pronounced si 


— } mply verbally, without a knowledge of its aeons 
is not effective, being like dry fuel being placed where there is nO fire to 
i burn it;’ and from this it concludes that the study of Grammar 4 0 

Sary, inasmuch as it helps us to know the meaning of Mantras, noted 
„saving us from the predicament spoken of. But the text e 
“we have explained in course of the explanation of the word athe 


. aes : ‘the mere 
“I—i—1, as authorising a postponement of the Final Bath, after 


i 
i 
l 
i 
i 
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getting up of the text of the Veda; and we have there shown thatif we did 
“not postpone the Bath, we would be making the Veda, which has a pur- 
pose to serve, absolutely without a use; as the purpose that the Veda is 
“ found to serve is the poiuting out of Duty (and this could not be pointed 
“out to the person that finishes his study with the mere getting up of the 
“ text and pays no attention to the meaning); and hence the meaning of 
“the text quoted is that ‘the Veda that is not explained, not expressing 
“any meaning, becomes totall y ineffective’; and this is quite trae; 
“though in this, there can be no use for Grammar ; because it is a well- 
“ recognised fact that the Scieuce of Grammar has no bearing upon any 
“thing relating to Action (or sacrifices). Nor can it be asserted that gram- 
“mar is a scripture relating to words; because we have shown above that 
“there is no basis in the. Veda for the rules of grammar that treat of 
“ words; and as such, these rnles cannot be accepted as rightly regulating 
“the use of words either. Thus then, inasmuch as the meaning of the 
„Mantras and the Brahmanas that one has studied can be ascer 
by the help of the Kalpasitras, the Niruktas and the Mimdnsd, the use 
5 out by the Mahabhashya should be attributed to these, and not 
i 9 rammar (which is not fonnd to afford any help iu the ascertaining of 

1e meanings of any passages of the Veda). 
= Ne “The next passage that is quoted by the Mahabhashya is an expert 
hs knowledge ok the relations of sentences, Who makes use of the 


(13 9 
“com ect formsof words, obtains victory in the next world ; while by the use 
of incorrect words h 


“cludes that the use 
“next world (as it is 
“entiato the correct f 

also refers to the 


«. 55 
„ ud Brahmagae bri 


tained only 


“to the verses recited, &, &. i 

| . ee —, which speaks of simila 

g ing from the distor ing of the Veda d 1 8 1 
teaching, sacrifici ithe Ha 

“ expressio 

i 


; and ag such, 
mean one who 
y means of a Proper 

the Primary from the 
; while with reference to the Mantras, we take it 


ms of sentences, b 
“ differentiation of the Subject from the Predicate, 


“ Secondary, and so forth 
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“to mean the person who is fully acquainted with the real character of 
“the Mantras, differentiating the enjoined from the unenjoined, as also, 
“one that expresses its own meaning from that which expresses that of 
“another, and so forth? For these reasons we cannot take the expresgion 
“to mean the Grammarian; because Grammar is found to have no bear- 
‘ing upon the aforesaid facts (in connection with Mantras and -Brah- 
“ manas). ; 

(5) “The fifth text quoted by the Mahabhashya is—‘ when the person 
“ saluting another is ignorant of the fact of the last vowel of a name being 
“acute, the person, saluted should response as to a woman’; and from this 
“it concludes that if we wish to avoid the treatment accorded to women, 
“we should learn Grammar, which is the only means of learning the 
“ acuteness, &c., of vowels. But the fact of a vowel being acute is well- 
“ known through ordinary usage; and as such the condition laid down by 
1 Mana in the passage quoted being fulfilled by ordinary usage itself, any. 

science dealing with these conditions of acuteness, &c., cannot be admit- 

“ted to the position of a scripture relating to the performance of actions. 
Nor does the above passage serve to point out either the fact of the 
“differentiation of the correct from the incorrect forma of words being 
“necessarily due to a knowledge of the roots and affixes as dealt with in 
“ grammatical works; or to that of such knowledge being of any uso in 
“ the said differentiation. 

(6) „ The sixth passage cited is the Injunction— The Prayajas are ta 
“be performed with due attention to the gfammatical terminations — 
“ which is taken as laying down the necessity of learning Grammar (which 
“is the only means of Knowing the terminations.) But in the first place 
„ knowledge of the terminations here spoken of is very easily acquired 
“ by meaus of the direct teachings of persons versed in sacrifices; secondly» 
“all the seven terminations are found to be enumerated in the Shadaka 
“section of the Chandogya-Br@hmana ; and lastly, we find all these termina 
“tions duly pointed out in the Mantras themselves—as in ‘Agni (nomi 
“ native) killed the Vrttras, we address Agui (in the acousative) the 


“ killer of Vrttra, and ‘the fire is lighted by the fire (Instrumental), 20 


t 80 forth; and all this shows that even without the grammatical works) 
“we can have a du 


e knowledge of the said terminations, by merely paying 
“ dug Nö. 2 3 2 re met with 
1 tion to the words having the terminations (as they & duly per- 
“formed, Qee) 5 and thas thereby the said Prayäja u upon ite dus 


an ipture bearing np 
„performance. mar cannot be held to be a scripture 


(7 
“ speech 


knows the science of 


lone is capable 
5 1 this is taken to 


Another passage quoted is—“ one who 

ent as consisting of words, accents and letters, h 

rightly Performing the duties of a sacrificial priest ; and 
37 ö 
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“point out the necessity of grammatical study. But asa mn de of fact, 
“ this passage only speaks of the person who has duly learnt “s aor P 
(8) „The eighth passage quoted is—‘ there are four 1 75 

“words; and it is only those Brähmanas that know them that = sa : 
“ be learned; of these three are rot pronounced by 5 peop i ** 
“speak out the fourth only’; and the four kinds’ are explaine i : 

“ Mahabhashya as referring to Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes and N ee = 
“as a knowledge of these cannot be acquired except by the help of 1 0 
“mar, the passage is taken to lay down the necessity of Eram 5 
“study. But in dealing with the ‘four kinds of 0 ey 1 in 
“this passage, the Niruktas have,—in accordance wi A s mea 
“that ‘all words are to be explained in accordance wi : ° 5 ian 
“of the letters therein contained, —spoken of many hy 7 3 such as— 
(a) the Pranava together with the three Vyahrtis, ( ) e four Vedas, 
“ (c) the four kinds of speech, Para, Pgyanti, Madhyama and Vaik) 
“and certainly in regard to none of these can Grammar serve an 
“purpose. Even if the quartet referred to be taken 
“ Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes, and Nipatas, even then, inas 
“ learnt from ordinary usage itself, a knowledge of tl 
“ in need of grammatical study. But in reality, this cannot be taken ag 
“the quartet referred to; as in that case, the sentence— it is the fourth kind 
alone that men make use of — would be absolutely inexplicable, as men 
“are actually found to make use of all the four kinds ( Nouns, &c.), Tigres 
fore the Mantra quoted cannot but have the following meaning, which 
“is the only one that is in keeping with the context (of the Mantra) : 
“The expression Vakparimitapadani=the four means of right notion — 

i Sense-Perceptio nconsistency.— 

“which alone is speech atë Bd « Y. by 
vate); thus then 


80 

or sentence which 
d means of right 
Apparent Inconsiste 
on of the first word 
e, we have the 
tion of the fir 


arī; 
y useful 
as that consisting cf 
much as all these are 
iese could not stand 


“notion, —viz: (a) Inference, (b) Analogy, and (c) 
“which originate respectively, (a) in the menti 
“sentence in an Injunction ( 
“‘ Ishētvēti ęākhām chinatti, where the men 
“of the Mantra leads us to infer the whole of the Mantra, w 
“stand in need of being wholly quoted in the Injunction), (b) in th 
“similarity of the Subsidiaries to the Primary sacrifice (a * 
“we have the Injunction ‘prakrtivadvikrtih kartavya ’ which, t rough 
“ Analogy, leads us to the conclusion that the Mantras used at the g a 
“ diaries. are the same that are used at the Primary,—the Analogy 


ney, 
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“explicability of a perceptible fact (as in the case of the Viguajit sacrifice, 
“the fact of its actually being performed leads us to conclude that it 
“brings about a real result in the shape of Heaven; and as such, the 
“ Mantras of the Jyotishtoma are employed at its performance) ; while that 
“part of the speech, which is cognisable by means of direct (Auditory) 
“ Sense-perception alone, and not by the aforesaid three means of right 
“notion, is the only one that men—students of the Veda—pronounce—i.e., 
“speak out directly or lay down completely. Out of the six means of 
“ right notion, generally accepted, two have beer totally removed from 
“doing anything with regard to the cognition of speech ; one of these is 
“ Negation, which refers only to non-existing objects; and as such cannot 
‘help in the cognition of speech ; another is Verbal Testimony ; and this 
in itself consists of speech only; aud as such being a receptacle of that 
“ (speech) which has to be cognised, it could not be accepted as the recep- 
“tacle of that which brings about the cognition. Or, it may be that, that 
“which is amenable to Verbal Testimony is that which is directly ex- 


“ pressed in words; and as such this being included in Auditory Sense- 
“ perception, is not mentioned separately. 


(9) “ Another passage quoted is— The bull having four horns, three 
“ feet, two heads, &c.......is the great God that makes a sound, and enters 
“all mortal beings’; and the ‘bull’ here spoken of is interpreted by the 
‘‘Mahabhashya as Grammar itself, the ‘four feet’ being taken as the 
“above mentioned four kinds of words (Nouns, &c.), the three feet’ as 
“ the three senses, the ‘ two heads’ as the two shapes of words, the radical 
“and the modified, and so on; and in order that we may be like this great 
“God, it is necessary, says the Mahabhashya, that we should study Gram- 
„mar. But this Mantra is spoken of with reference to the butter used 
“ by the Priest at the Vishuvat sacrifice ; and wh 
“have already explained in the Adhikarana 
“ Adhyaya) dealing with Mantras (under the 
“this, there can be no use of Grammar. 
“ horns’ as the four kinds of wor 


“the performance of Actions ; 
44 


at its real meaning is we 
(of the 2nd pada of this 
Sūtra I—ii—46). Aud in 
The interpretation of ‘ four 
ds, &c., Co., has got no connection with 
aud as such these interpretations (of a 
on with the performance of certain vas 
sets À as put forth by the author of the Mahā- 
oan ae = sole purpose of A of his cleverness acquired 
7 „continued course of grammatical study! FN 
4 se The Muhabhashya has cited the Mantra Utatvah . i 
i which is taken as the praise of one knowing the science of wor 18, r 
such, laying down the necessity of studying Grammar. But in re ri 
“the passage is in praise of one- who knows the true meanings = nd he 
“as pointed out by ordinary usage, the Niruktas, the Kalpasütras and the 
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“tenets of the Mimänsa; and as such it cannot be taken as in any way 
“praising a study of Grammar. 

(11) “There is yet another passage quoted which speaks of the 
“science of words having a purifying tendency ‘like the sieve’; and this 
„the Mahābhāshya has taken to mean that it is the study of Grammar 
“ that purifies all usage of words. But as a matter of fact the passage is 
in praise of a due knowledge of the meaning of the Vedic text, purified 
“by a long course of uninterrupted study. 

(12) “The passage—‘If the Aginhotri happens to use an incorrect 
„ word he should perform an expiatory rite’—has been taken by the 
“ Maha@bhashya to signify the necessity of grammatical study. But the 

“ real signification of this passage we have explained above. 

(13) “In connection with the naming of a child, the Kalpasitras fa 
„down that the name should begin with a certain kind of letter, and that 
it should contain only two or four letters, and should be one made y 
«of a verbal, and never, a nominal affix, &., &c.: and the Mahabhas?, 

“ urges that these detailed instructions could never be followed unless 15 
studied and knew the rules, &., laid down in grammatical works; as wit] 
„out these, one could not know what a verbal affix was. But, as a tee ik 
“of fact, these expressions having a verbal affix’ and the like, — o 1 
not but have been borrowed by writers on Grammar from the vocabula > 
“the day, which must have had a prior existence (and as such even wo 
“we can very easily learn what they mean even without the help £ 
“ grammar) ; as for the number of letters in a name, itis a fact of erde a 
perception accompanied by memory (and as such not dependent nme 
“any grammatical rules, &c.); as for the characters of the letters Pon 
„ these can be learnt from the explanations contained in the Orks a &., 
“the Pratigakhyas. And we actually find people learned nd 1 has and 
“very easily coming to a conclusion with regard to the n ie Vedas 
“child. And hence we cannot admit Grammar to be a sceri aming of a 
ing the usage of words. Pture govern- 
ing 


(14) “There isa Mantra addressed t 
“having seven rivers, &c.; and the Mahabhashya tak 
’ laini ‘ rs 8 ad. 

seven cuse-terminations, &., and from this 8 Banas Shaun we „ as the 
“to study Grammar, for the purpose of learning what is me aoe gee 
“* terminations,’ co. But as a matter of fact all that gramm aus ak 
“to attribute the name ‘terminations ’ (Vibhaktis) to av does ig only 


. ; certain ; 
“ but even this name it may have only borrowed from ordinary —— abe 
“go far as the words made up of these terminations are Saame they 
? 


— 1 5 both in the Veda and in ordinary parlance; and 
ee Sere ee learning grammar on this score. Then 


ct. 


. 
wy 
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“again, even if it be absolutely necessary fo explain the words ‘ seven 


rivers ’ figuratively, as meaning something other than actual rivers,— 
then, too, there are many septenaries in connection with sacrifices, that 
“could be taken to be indicated by the said words ; for instance, there are 
E seven persons, including the priests and the master of the sacrifices ; 
“seven sentences pronounced by the Hoty priest; seven sentences 
“from the Sima and its parts; and so forth. And all these being matters 
dealt within the historical and sacrificial portions (of tlie Veda), there can 
“ be no need of grammatical study on the score of these,” 


„Ton seem to hold that it is only the words grammatically purified 
“ that are correct ; and now it is for you to explain what it is that is puri- 
“fied, and in what manner. That is to say, if grammar be held to help 
in the purification of words, it is not very easy to ascertain what it is that, 
“is purified ; and also whether the purification is in the shape of produc- 
“ tion, or acquisition, or modification, or fructification into an Apūrva, or 
“the bringing about of a fresh potency. z 

In the first place it is not possible for any individual of the elass 
“*Cabiatva’ or of the class Varratva’ to be the object purified ; 
“ because this would apply to all words and letters, and as such there 
“could be no restriction (of the correct or the incorrect). And if the 
“ class ‘Cabdatva’ were held to be the object purified, then any ordinary 
“sound (that of the beating of the drum for instance) would also come to 
“bespoken of as correct.“ And if the class ‘ Varnatva ’ were held to be that 
“object, then the letters contained in the words, ‘ gavi,’ &c., being ‘letters’ 
“(as much as those in“ gauh ’), the case of these would be exactly similar 
“to that of the words ‘ gauh’ and the like. 

“The same argument holds also respecting the purification as belonging 
“to the individual letters ; and when the letter ga has once been purified, 
“as Occurring in the word ‘g3, it being the same in the word ‘ g@vi’ also, this 
“latter word could not but be accepted as correct. And thus all mar 
“ dual letters having been purified, no word could ever be rightly he) 
“to be incorrect. And as for the purification applying to the eer 
“of letters, this cannot be possible, as no two letters being heard simulta 
neously. there can never be any ‘conglomeration’ of these. ZH 
bh e again, who hold all individual letters to Be W 
momentary destruction, can never have any purification o ede 
each letter being destroyed no sooner than produced, 3 7 be an 
* nothing left to be purified; and hence even though 118 Sy it having 
4 entity, it can have no existence at the time of the pr urifying it. And 
disappeared, even at the time that we may be thinking of P. purified 


Race: 5 zv it in its 
“if it could be purified, no one would be. able to perceive 8 


10 


w 
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te form ; and hence this purification of the letter would be exactly et 5 
‘ of the flour that may be said to be purified by being offered into t 5 T i 
“That is to say, in the case of the sentence, offers the flour,’ the flour offere 
‘into the fire having been burnt up by the fire, and as such becoming in. 
u capable of being seen or used aggin, if the Accusative ending in saktūn 
“be made the ground of accepting the view that the flour is purified by 
„the fire, then, in that case, every factor of the Injunction (‘ offers the 
“ flour’)}—namely, the Flour, the Offering, the Bhavana and the Injunction 
“itself—would be absolutely meaningless; and for this very reason we 
“ hold that there is no purification of the flour in tho offering. Exactly 
“in the same manner, there would be a meaninglessness of all things 
% concerned, if we admitted of a purification of the momentarily disappear. 
ing indivi letters. 
k a agi PA of ‘ uncertainty’ in the Bhashya,—as whether 
«the word be eternal or transient, the definition (of grammar) is equally 
ss applicable—only shows, on the part of the author, that he has either 
been purposely fighting shy of the above arguments, or simply trying to 
“ hoodwiuk his disciples ; and as such we cannot accept it. Specially as 
„ib is only in regard to an object that is removed from us that there can 
“be any uncertainty; for who is there that has any uncertainty as to 
„whether fire is hot or cold ? 

“If however the word be held to be transient, then, the only puri. 
“fication (satskira) that could belong to it would be production; and as 
“gnch it becomes all the more impossible for Grammar to be a scripture 
“dealing with the usage of words. That is tosay, the grammarian, hol ding 
“all correct words to be produced by the rules of Grammar, himself rejects 
“all possibility of Grammar either having a basis in the eternal Veda, or 


mitted to be transi 
never be a part of that which ig eternal), lent can 


10 unauthoritative as Grammar itself. And again, if the word be held to be 
i produced and as such momentary) 


« from the moment of its production; and as such, there could be no 
4 urification of it; nor could such a word be of any use. 

4 For these reasons, you cannot but give up theun 

« vou had taken up with regard to the eternality of a 

hold the- purification to belong to the eternal 

“you it could have no purific 


existence apart 


certain attitude that 
word; and hence, if 
Word, then, (1) being 
al, ; ation in the form of modification. 
“etel And as for the purification in the shape of Acquisition (or Perception) 
5 1 d be accomplished by means of the sense of audition, 
«this * 


pout any u n vf Grammar, (Hence Gammar cannot be accepted 
“Wil 


| 


— 


Y 
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das the means of such purification). (3) As for a purification in the 
“shape of being made able to bring about a transcendental result, we 
“ cannot admit of any such, in the absence of any Vedic Injunction on the 
“ point ; and specially as words being found to fulfila perceptible end (that 
“ of expressing certain meanings), they can have nothing to do with anything 
“beyond the senses ; for instance, the corn that is meant to fulfil the 
“ perceptible end of satisfying the hunger of a man can have no connection 
“with any transcendental result following from its washing (which is ap- 
“ plicable only to the corn used at sacrifices). Nor do we find the gramma- 
“tical rules to be laid down in connection with the performance of sacri. 
“ fices; and as such they cannot be held to bring abont the purification of 
“ words, serving to accomplish a certain Apirva (or unseen Potentiality or 
“ Agency). Nor is it possible for us to have a grammatical Injunction, 
“similar to that of the threshing (of the corn) ; because how could an eter. 
“nal Injunction speak of a Process (that of grammar) that is a pure pro- 
“ duct of the human brain ? And for the same reason, there cannot be any 
“Injunction of the grammatical processes, even apart from the perfor. 
“ mance of sacrifices ; and even if this were possible, such an Injunction 
could not serve any purpose with regard to the performance of sacrifices, 

“ And again, if the word were to be purified for the sake of the sacri. 
“ fice only,— like the Sruva and other sacrifical implements, —then an 
“ such word could never serve the purpose of expressing or describing the 
‘sacrifice itself (in any Injunction) ; as the purification would not affect 
“the ordinary. usage of tħe word (and it is this usage alone that can 
„make the sacrifice comprehended as being laid down by a Vedic Injunction), 

And as there is a difference between the words as occurring in the 
„Veda and in ordinary parlance, no grammatical processes could ever affect 
“ the sacrifice pointed out by the word (in the Veda). = : 

“And further, the word having its existence in Akäga, in what wa 
“could it be- purified ’ ? For being eternal and incorporeal, it is 
“as incapable of purification as the all-pervading character of Akéga 
“itself. 

“Then, if grammar be held to serve the sole purpose of purifying the 
letters of the alphabet, this would be accomplished by means of the four. 
teen Pratyahara-sittras (A-I-U-N, ec.) only (which lay down the alpha. 
“ bets); and there would be no use of the rest of Pänini's sūiras, &e., &. 

As for the con glomeration of words, these can have no existence by them. 
‘selves (apart from the constituent letters); and as such, no“ purification · 
can be said to belong to them; and as a matter of fact, we find that even 
though a number of bricks are piled together in a kiln, so as to form ig 
single block, the action of fire in the baking affects each shone brick 
separately (go too even if the purification be held to belong to the wora ang 
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“a whole; ib ee ay > accomplished through the purification of each of 
“ nstituent letters). 
pa eer is it possible for a word to be built up by means of ieee 
% ponent letters into a single composite mass; and as such, there engine 5 
“ purification of the word as such; this we Have ue ne ee 
“ (under Tarkapdada in the Clokavartika, in the eee on bh . bee 
“ as for such theories as those of Sphota, the class Gogabc a 1 ao 
“class gatva, &c., all these have been rejected by eel arein aa ae 
“ we have given above (under Sūtra I—i—5) of the words ‘g 
46 Ji : 
or Nor is it possible for a collection of e eon ee 
„ undergo any process of purification; becaw ln “hud Gee 
5 i i d to any use groups 
“ing any meaning, it cannot be BBE: E9 l word be held to be purified 
y of four letters in each individua } 
F OF cad only be the particular member sn would T poria; and 
« this purfication would apply to the incorrect words as well as to the cor- 
r i u, &c.) may be held. to be 
„The particular sequence of letters (ga, i, c.) ay be he 
“the object of purification; but such a sequence residing only in the hear- 
„ing or the pronunciation of the word, cannot be accepted as a property 
“a of the word itself (and as such the purification of the sequence could not 
“ affect the word) ; and moreover, inasmuch as pia z certain sequence 
“in the words ‘gavi,’ Go., also (a purification of the Sequence would be 
p 3 well as to the Sanskrit words). Aud if you hold 
“ applicable to these a ing of words to be the object of purification 
ithe, hearing hie, EAEN ge impossible for an action (pronouncing, ‘ 
4 this 5 1 ihiad by means or auother action. (purificat 
. hall show later on, under Sutra 1III—1i—19. 
8 % Nor can the various places of utterance —the palate, &c.,—be hela to 
“ be purified by means of grammar ; because these are fou 
“ by the rules and regulations laid down by the doctors of 
«Jf again, the Mind, or the Man himself, be held to 
“ purification, then it would be absolutely meanin 
“the ‘Science of Words.’ Because a science 
“thing that is capable of being taught; and as 
“ing taught, any science of these would be abs 
“As for the Sphota of a word, 
“undergo any purification; because i 
“ of the roots and affixes (that form t 
„As for the Sphota of sentences, 
“ of all componeut parts, a declaratior 
„verbs as forming these sentences 


for 
ion), 


ud to be purified 
medicine ! 

be the object of 
gless to speak of grammar as 
is that which teaches some- 
words are incapable of be- 
olutely useless. . 
it is absolutely impossible for it to 
n the Sphota, there is a total absence 
he subject-matter of grammar). 

which some people hold to be devoid 
1 of the purification of the nouns and 
would be exactly like speaking of the 
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“horns of a hare! If it be urged that we can speak of the purification of 
“the nouns, &c., as extracted out of the syntactical Sphota, then it could be 
“ as reasonable to speak of the purification of the horn as extracted out of the 
“hare! If you hold the extraction of the part of the sentence to be accom- 
“plished through the similarity of the part of other things, then, why can- 
“not the extraction of the hare’s horns be equally accomplished through the 
“similarity of the horns of the ass? As for similarity too, we have spoken 
“ofa certain sort of similarity existing between the parts of the body of the 
“gavaya and that of the Cow; but in this case we actually perceived a 
“similarity between real parts; and do you employ the same arguments 
“to the present case, where the parts spoken of are only imaginary ? 
“The fallacy of this we shall show in detail under the Vakyddhikarana 
“(in Adhyāya II). And hence the assumption of extraction too is by no 
“means admissible. 

“Then again, if grammar were to explain words that have no real exis- 
“tence, but are only conjecturally extracted (from the syntactical Sphota), 
“then this very fact would make it as unauthoritative and untrustworthy 
“as any ordinary tricks of jugglery. 

“Thus then, as far as the words are concered, they can never be the 
“ objects of teaching; and hence with regard to these, Grammar cannot be 
“said to be a science ; and as for sentences, Grammar is not found to teach 
“anything with regard to them (dealing as it does with the formation of 
“ words only). 

The Mahabhashya has distinctly spoken of purification as belonging to 
“words as used with reference to certain meanings ; while as a matter 
“of fact, we find that it is only sentences that are found to be so used; and 
„never the words, which by themselves (apart from the sentence) have no 


š š ütras, 
` tators making as contradictory statements as the authors of 1 5 as 
the Bhashya and the Vartika; and this goes to show giei tworthy 


“Science of Grammar has been propounded by absolutely u 
Persons, 

g “Thus then, the science of Grammar being fo 
of random declarations contradicting one another, 


38 


und to consist mostly 
to be devoid of any 
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basis in the Veda, and to be absolutely without any ‘use, it cannot be 


; i re of words. 
ted as in any way regulating the usage o , 
e Then again, Aer from the study of the Veda itself, and oon 58 
usage of the Veda in the performance of sacrifices, there can ge 
“regulation (by means of grammar) even in the caso of the words 


_““ ordinary parlance, And hence we should make use of all words ; they 


“ are all equally correct, : ae 
“ And on this point, we have the following arguments 3 
o“ (1) The words‘ gavi,’ gönnt, &c., are equally expressivo of the CO 
“ besanse they are used in that sense by experienced people—exactly like 
the Words gauh,’ ‘ usr,” and the like. a 
0) AN these are correct words ; because they are found to denote a 
‘ certain object—( like the words, gauh,’ &c.) 

. “(8) They ‘sre not corruptions,—bécause they are com 
gauh,’ &.) instanced before, 
al because we cannot trace 
specially as, just as in the case 
also, we can 


prehensible 


their usage 
of the word 
always find one speaker prece- 


s 


‘gauh, ? 


“that, attain 


« 66) The grammatically correct words cannot bring abont trans- 
cendental results, because they are not the subjects of perpetual Injunc- 
y like the words of Buddha. 


“ (7) rammar cannot be held to be a scripture ; becaus 
the form of the Vea 


3 4; exactly liko the explanations of the fo 
“ Vernacular words. . 8 
“(8) The aut 


© it has not 
mations of 
. authority of Grammar cannot 
“Faot of ita having ita basis in the Veda; bec 


“with the subjectg that are treated 
“dramatical works, &0. 


(9) Grammar cannot be a part of the Veda; becanse it is not found 
“to serve any Purpose of the Veda ; exactly like an ordinary story, be: 
“ (10) Grammar cannot be held to serve any use ful purpose of the 
“Veda; because the Veda ig found to express a meaning, even without the 
“help of Grammar, 


“(11) Nor can Grammar be held to be a necessary appendage to the 
use of words; because it jg capablo of being propounded only when 
“the usage already exists. And that which is such cannot be a necessary 


be held to rest upon the 
anse it is not found to deal 
of in the Veda ;~exactly like 


in an exceptionally strong 


lighten this burden, the 
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“ appendage is found in the case of the inference of the eye. That is s 
“say, the perception of colour being accomplished, independently o 
“the perception of the eye, even though the impossibility of the former 
“perception in the absence of the eye distinctly points to the vere 
“ of the existence of the eye, yet this latter inference is not admitted to ° 
“a necessary appendage of that perception ; exactly in the same manner, 
“inasmuch as Grammar is found to have been composed long after the 


“usage (of words)—both Vedic and ordinary —has been au accomplished 


“ fact, it cannot be admitted as a necessary appendage of such usage. = 
“ For the above reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ gauh, gàvĩ 
goni,’ &c., being synonymous, like the words taru, ‘ brksha,’ &c., are 
“all found to be used in ordinary parlance ; and that such usage of these 

is not prohibited by any scriptures.” 


bee 


— 0 — 


To all this we make the following reply: — 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (25). Its accomplishment being due to an effort, there 
is a chance of discrepancies in the word. 


(1) The words ‘gavt’ &c., have been declared to be eternal on the 
sole ground of the Apparent Inconsistency of the fact of their being used 
in ordinary parlance and affording definite meanings. But we pro- 
ceed to show the doubtful character of this Apparent Inconsistency, 
by proving that the said usage and expressiveness are explicable other- 
wise (than by accepting the words to be eternal). When a word is 
found to be never used, except in its expressive character, then alone can 


the expressiveness of the word be admitted to be proved by the facts of its 
Usage and expressiveness. 


At present we content ourselves by merely making the conclusion of 
the Pirvapaksha open to doub 


2 t; because when this has been accomplished 
the task of establishing onr Own theory becomes comparatively easy. 
That is to say, when a certain Conclusion to the contrary has been ne a 
manner, if one proceeds to immediately ae 
aa very hard work; and hence with 8 meer 
f present sitra proceeds only to weaken the co 
view by throwing it open to doubt. nal on the 

(2) Or, the words“ gär?’ &c., having been declared to be aa present 
ground of their being accepted in well-established usage, bt, by show- 
sūtra may be taken as throwing such eternality open to 5 usage. 
ing that there is likelihood of there being discrepancies in zord pronounced 

That is to say, if it were always the case nt 


the true theory, it involve 
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by one man is exactly like that which he has heard from others, = 
alone could long-established usage justify the conclusion that, as 
the case of the words ‘go’ &c., there has been no time at which the words 
gavi Ko., have not been in use; and this conclusion would justify us in 
accepting these latter to be eternal. Butasa matter of fact, we often find 
the pronounciation of words to be due to certain discrepancies (or mg- 
takes); and as such the continuity of the usage being doubtful, it cannot 
warrant any conclusion as to the eternality of all words. , 

The expression ‘ accomplishment being due to an effort means that be- 
cause the word is manifested by means of an effort in accord ee e arguments 
detailed above (in the section on the Eternality of Words, Clokavairtika), 

(This is added because the Mimansaka holding the word to be eternal 
cannot admit of its being produced by any effort). 

(3) Some people read the sūtra as ‘ aprayatnanishpattéh’ Co.; and 
they explain it thus: In the case of a man for whom the word is manifest- 
ed by meane of an effort complete in all respects, all wor 
nounced in accordance with a long-established tradition, they would all be 
equally authoritative ; but it is often found that words are manifeste? 
by means of incomplete or faulty efforts; and in these cases, it is highly 
Probable that the word that is pronounced may be at variance with the 
established usage; 


and hence all words cannot necessarily be held to be 
equally authoritative. 


(4) Or, it may mean that the com 


pronounce) a word is found to be tainted with certain discrepancies, even 
in the case of clever people with all th 


eir organs of speech intact; what 
then can be said of the words pronounced by ignorant persons, having 
ais organs of ot &. p And the discrepancy that is found in the 
etort to pronounce the word cannot but affect tl t i i - 
11 — ect the word that is manifest 


ds being pro- 


pletion of the effort to manifest (or 


Thus shen, we conclude that those that are pronounced by a faultless . 
effort are correct ; While those whose utterance is due to certain discrepan- 
cies in the effort, are incorrect; and there is nothing that can be said 
against this criterion. 

As a matter of fact, even in ordinary parlance, we find that, that 
which is not destroyed is called good, and that which is destroyed is pro- 
nounced ‘bad’; and such being the case, the existence of the correct forms 

of words, as also that of their corruptions, becomes possible by the same 
means. (That is to say, the word whose usage is found to be eternal 
may be pronounced to be correct, while that of which the use is not found 
to be go may be held to be a mere Corruption), 


(5) Or again, by ‘correct’ we may mean ‘true,’ ‘incorrect’ meaning 
t untrue’; by this the subject of the Correctness or incorrectness of words 
? 
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would have a useful bearing upon a consideration of Dharma or Adim ma. 
Truth being enjoined and untruth being prohibited, we can easily make 
these the means of ascertaning Dharma and Adharma; and certainly it 
cannot be doubted that these matters are really the subjects capable of 
being treated of in a scripture. As for truth too, just as we have 4 truth 
of matter, so also we have a truth of words; and a verbal untruth is to be 
avoided as much as an untruth of fact. 

Thus then, the differentiation of the correct from the incorrect words 
being as useful (with regard to Dharma) as that of the food that should be 
eaten from that which should not be eaten, we cannot deny the fact of 
Grammar being a scripture dealing with the usage of words; and as such 
the reasoning propounded in the foregoing sitra falls to the ground. , 

(6) Or, the sūtra may be taken as offering a reply to the following 
argument urged above—“ Inasmuch as it is only the word that is correct 
(i. e., expressive) that is always used, while that which is incorrect (i.e. in- 
expressive) ia never used, there can be no regulations with regard to their 
usage.” Aud the sense of the reply is this: 

Inasmuch as there is a chance 


e of discrepancies (in the pronouncing 
of words), there is always a proba 


bility of both contingencies—i.c., it may 
‘not be the correct word that is always used, and it may be the incorrect 


word that is used. That is to say, if a correct word, on being used once, 
were never to disappear, it could be said to be always used in that correct 
form ; and thereby there being no possibility of the use of its corruption, 
any regulations with regard to it would be useless. Butas a matter of 
fact, there always being certain discrepancies in the effort to pro- 
nounce the word, the chances of the use of both the correct word and its 
corruptions are very nearly equal ; and as such the science that lays down 
the rules with regard to the use of the correct word cannot be said to he 
absolutely useless. As a matter of fact, we often find that through the 
inherent incapacity or carelessness of the man pronouncing it, a word ig 
often distorted, being pronounced with a letter too short or too many, or 


in a different form altogether; and yet, though uttered in these corrupted 
forma, it is found to express th 0 


c „and as independent words by themselves 
expressing the same meaning, i 

And again, even in the case of the names ‘ Dëvadatta’ and the lik 1 oa 
regard to which there can be no doubts, we find young boys 3 
them into the words ‘tatta’ and the like; and this instance leads noies 
think that the corruptions ‘ gavi,’ &o., are also due to certain ate the boy 
in the persons seeking to Pronounce the word gauh : (= IS 
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wishing to pronounce the word Dévadatta,’ but being incapable of right- 
ly pronouncing it, utters it as ‘ Tatta’). That is to say, we actually find 
the object Dévadatta being duly expressed by the corrupted form ‘Tatta i 
as pronounced by the child, or by the grown-up man imitating the child ; 
and as such how can we accept a word (“ gãvt f. i.) to be really expressive 
of a certain object, on the mere ground of its being used and expressing 
a definite object? 
Then again, even in the case of the corrupt forms ‘ga@vi’ and the like, 
that have become current in ordinary usage, we often find these also being 
corrupted into these forms, (and yet succeeding in denoting the cow). There 
are only a few such (corrupt) words, like ‘gavi’ and the like, that have been 
in usage for a very long time; and as such it is possible that people might 
come to think of them as correct words. But as a matter of fact we find 
these words also being distorted by ignorant people into new corruptions, 
like glavi,’ &c.; and yet even in this corrupted form, the word is actually 
found to denote the cow (as well as the word ‘gv?’ or ‘gauh’ ); and thug 
as we find even these admittedly incorrect corruptions to be used and 
denoting a certain object, the mere fact of a word being used and ~ reka 
8 cannot rightly be accepted as sufficient — . for holding 
Thus then, the ar 3 
. ara et 1 7 e 5 open to the objec- 
b it. J Sat gh i f you wish to Prove 
y it. Just as a word.7mg pronounced otherwise than in its real for 
falle e h time expressiveness, sodoes an argument, becoming d cake 
dul, N the me of correct reasoning! 2 =. 
en, We c $ 2 
ordinary usage, iti note that even if u word i 


Sutra (26). It is not 


uite r 
mous) words. Tute reasonable to have many (synony: 


We procoed to show why it is not reasonable. Thereis a certain fi 
denotative relation between the expressed meaning and the ex Pi 
word (that is to say, they are so related that the meaning ig a ve 
when the word ezists, and it is not cognised when the word doeg not i ed 
and hence if there were many words expressing the same meaning the ; 
would be no such relationship between the meaning and any of the ae 


( 
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That is to say, it is only when the word and its meaning are very closely 
related to each other, that the one necessarily implies the other, and as 
such there is a fixed mutual relationship ; and hence if either of these— 
either the word or the meaning— were to be diverse, there would be a 
diversity in the said relationship, which would thus lose all its fixity. 

And further, it is only by means of Apparent Inconsistency that we 
infer the potentialities of all things; and the expression of a meaning 
being quite explicable through the potentiality of a single word, there can 
be no ground for assuming any others. That is to say, when we find that 
the cognition of the meaning cannot be explained in any other way, we 
infer an unperceived potentiality in a certain word, on the sole ground 
of the Apparent Inexplicability of the Cognition of the meaning. And 
when this potentiality is once assumed as belonging to a certain word, if 
it were sought to be attributed to its corruptions also, how could any such 
word be assumed to have the potentiality, in the absence of the aforesaid 
“inexplicability” or inconsistency ? 

Further, a name is given toa thing, simply for the purpose of talk- 
lug Əfyib in ordinary parlance; and as this usage can be accomplished by 
means of ou: alv, the assumption of other names is absolutely useless. 

Thon again, it many words be held to be alternatively expressive of 
the same meaning, then this. » ld be open to all the eight objections 
that have been urged (above) against all alternative courses. When a 
certain object is known by a certain definite -ngme, whenever any other 
name happens to be pronounced, it brings about the idea, uf supther object ; 
all this we shall explain under the sara II —ii—22. „ eS 


As for such universally recognised synonyms, as ‘ hasta,’ ‘ kara,’ be. 
wo accept all these many words to be expressive of the same object, be- 
cause all of these being equally authorised by the smrtis, there can be no 
other way out of it. While so long.as we are able to depend upon the 
potentiality of a single word, we explain the denotation of the meaning by 
other words (corruptions) to be due to Analogy and Inference. (That is, 
when a person who is unable to pronounce the word“ go’ pronounces the 
word * gitvi, we at once perceive, by means of Analogy, the similarity ‘of the 
latter with the former; then we infer the utterance of the word gv te be 

due to tho desire on the part of the speaker to pronounce the word 90 and 
thence we conclude the word gut —to have the same meaning 28 the 
Word ‘go’). Thus then, we conclude that in the matter of the considera- 

tion of the form, relationship and the meanings of words, there 8 5 
bo a fixity of these only when the potentiality is attributed to ® he 

word, and never when it is referred to many. As a matter aes only 

Corrupted forms of words become capable of expressiag s i 

by manifesting the potentiality of the original word, throug `- 
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similarity with it; this the Bhashya will explain in detail under the sūtra 
J—iii—28. l 
Thus then, it must be admitted that when many words are found to 
be used with reference to the same meaning, it is only one that can be really 
related to that meaning; all the rest are due a certain incapacity in 
the speaker (to pronounce the correct word), and are capable of denoting 
the meaning, only through the intervention of the original word, which 
is indicated by them (throngh their similarity with it). 
——o 
It is often urged that when many words are found to be equally cur- 
rent in usage and capable of expressing their meanings, it is impossible to 
ascertain which one of these is the real original word. Aud in view of this 
assertion, we have the following stira. 


Sutra (27). That (expressiveness) could be ascertained p 
means of the particular instances of close application (or iv. * 
ing). 


Ab the very outset, there arise the questions—what ia the“ learzage g 


what the ‘particular instances’ P how too could the expressiveness of 
words be ascertained by means of sucl appes 
plain all these points. 
t Learning’ proceeds fro 
various generic defiuitiong- r 
yÁ- 


Hence it follo ; z 
Veda nor ordinary parla” Without the help of Grammar, neither the 
uld ever enable ns to get at an idea of all the 


correct words. And unless all the corr 
arrive at any notion of those not 5 words have beon known, we cannot 


i luded among these: and 
parent Inconsistency could lead ese ; and as such no 
Ap And it is ouly when th us to any knowledge of the incorrect 


d being 719 to be used in a form not in 
; a » We would at once conclude it to be of 
oppos ite kind ; and it is then alone that Apparent Inconsistency silane 

arriving at an idea of the incorrect words. And thus we find that 
ar is of use to us in the ascertainment of both correct and incorrect, 
and hence it 18 that the sūtra speaks of the ‘learning’ of Grammar 
s of ascertaining the true expressiveness of words. 


10 
Gramm 
words; 
as the meen 


e general definition of correct words has gi 
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In the foregoing sūtra, it has been urged that as the grammatical 
rule cannot have its basia in the rule itself, it must have it in usage, and 
thus the rule would be based upon usage, and the usage upon the rule, — 
there being an inadmissible mutual interdependence. But this interdepen- 
dence can be explained away by bearing in mind the fact that, in the first 
Place by an observation of ordinary usage people become cognisant of the 
fact of certain words denoting certain meanings, though they may not have 
yet quite ascertained the true expressiveness of the words ; and it is these 
words that go to compose the rules of Grammar, which help to establish 
the correstness of certain other words; and then these latter are made the 
means of finally establishing the correctuess (and the trae expressive- 
ness) of the former words composing the rales). 

There could be an irremediahle interdependence, only if, withont the 
help of Grammar the words were not expressive, or if their expressiveness 
Were z. saognised. But as a matter of fact, the fact ok the word being 
J=pressive (of a certain meaning) having been known beforehand, when it 
‘= found that such correct words are often mixed up in usage with their 
corrupuc.., then it becomes the turn of the grammatical rule to step in 
and help us to U:-inguish the correct word from its corruptions. And 
thus we find that while Git. _- mar helps us to realise the expressiveness of 
the correct words only, ordinary c:<¢e is the means of ascertaining that 
of these as well as their corruptions ; atlu-= ench the two being found to 
be treating of two distinct subjects, the Science o:~S~ammar cannot be 


er 


said to be a needless repetition. ei 


= * 


[The Vartike omits sūtra 28 and also sūtra 29, the sense of which has 
already been explained above]. 

ia apjeation ig raised— As the Veda contains only correct words (we 
could ascertain from the Veda which words are correct), the propounding 
of the Science of Grammar is absolutely redundant.” And to this we 


make the following reply : 
1Not so; because it does not treat of all. 
In the Veda, as also in ordinary usage, we find only a few of the cor- 
+ words; and even as regards these who could ever get at any iden of 

all the words contained in the endless branches of the Veda, and used 
in ordinary parlance ? That is to say, just as it is absolutely impossible 
for us to get np all the individual words used in ordinary parlance, so too 
18 it impossible even to hear all the words contained in the various 
branches of the Veda,—to say nothing of getting these up. For who 

1 In the Varrika this has been printed as a sētra ; bat neither the Bhashya, nor 


t 
te Ny&yamala-vistéra, has any such sidtra ; hence the s#tra—numbering has been 
ttea, though the type of the s#tra has heen retained. 


‘89 
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ld ever read up all the innumerable words that are referred to by the 
piar i f dless number of roots and affixes ? 
general rules treating of an en i = anne Of 

Thus then we find that, though there are grammatica expla 3 

the words contained in the Injunctive sentences that point out the — he 
the use and knowledge of correct words bringing about certain transce a | 
tal results, both in connection with sacrifices and with the human ag — 
yet this cannot be said to involve an inadmissible * ni 
the ground of the grammatical rules themselves being based * sic 
previous conception of the meanings of those words. Because if i 2 
® recognised necessity that the Science of Grammar must always oper 45 
after one has come across certain restrictive Injunctions with menn 
to sacrifices and human agents—as for instance, ‘the Brahmans shou 
not pronounce an incorrect word at a sacrifice,’ 


‘a single word duly learnt 
and rightly used brings about all desirable results both here and here- 
after,’ ‘hence a grammatically correct speech rises,’ and go forth, then 


alone could our assertion be open to the charge of interdependence ; 2 
in that case alone could the Vedic Injanction be dependent upon the words 


explained Srammatically, and Grammar itself would be dependent npor 
the said Injunctions. we cannot thiu} 


But, as a matter of fact, (1) 
any point of time, totally devoid of some work or other, dealing with the 
Srammatical rules tr ent kinds of roots and affixes ; 


eating of the differ 
(2) we actually find the Vedio juzuüctions supplying the requisite basis 
for all the six factor’ £ Frammar—viz: (a) the explanation of the gram- 


matica! feritin of words, (b) the correct words, (c) the injunction 
lained, (d) the actual U 


ef using t use of such words, 
(e) the Prohibition of the use of the w 


ord not so explicable, and (f) the 
oidance of the use of such words ; and as such we come to 
beginning in time ; exactly like the 
laying down the forms and uses of such things as the bundle 
of Kuga Srass, the sacrificial altar, tho Sacrificial post, the sacrificial fire, 
the Priest, the milking of the cow, e., &.; and as such we never perceive 
any sequence or precedence between the Injunctions and the Rules of 
Grammar; and hence itis only tho fact ob the uso of correct words bringing 
about transcendental results that can bo said to be dependent solely upon 
the scriptures, And henco wo find no discrepancy in the Rules dealing 
with the use of words, which have always (eternally) been found capable 
: ail xplanation. serie Aa! 
— has also urged the following objection; “ 


. re words being 
“ness and tncorrectness of g 


The correct- 
nothing else but their 
; veness (respectively), and the ascert 
“ness and non-expresswer ( 3 75 n 5 
. i inex presslveness or a word epending s 
“ expressiveness or Ine 


fact of the word being, or not being used in ordinary parl 
“ fact o 285 


eV pressive- 
UDI of the 
olely upon tho 


ance to express 
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“a definite meaning, the assertion that the words 
“ expressive would be a direct contradiction of a fact of o 
and hence we conclude that among all the words curren 
“none is incorrect, except those that proceed from the b 
“ the mere repetition of the alphabetical letters, 
“ a letter too short, or too long, and those that are purposely distorted (as it 
“is only these that are found in ordinary parlance, to give no sense at all).” 

And to this, we make the following reply: As a matter of fact 
we find the ordinary man incapable of discriminating the expreasive from 
the iuexpressive word ; and itis the rules of Grammar alone that can help 

to this discrimination. And as for the contradiction of 2 fact of 
one usage, this connot be objectionable ; because we have already 
ieee eat that the Smrt? (in this case that of Grammar) has a 
1 authority than any usage. 


It is conjointly by menns of Grammar and ordina 


ry usage thatthe 
; i i ; welt. $ 
„ expressive word is ascertained; and hence ordinary usage by itself 


i ted as the means of knowing the expressiveness of words only a0 
15. RCO ot fonnd to be amenable to a certain grammatical rule. On 
long as it s 3 when the two are found to point in opposite directions, 
tha.cther hand, as the Pirvapaksha, all the arguments urged under Sutra 
theu we can B as the final Siddhanta, we will have the conclusions 
I~jii—8 ; aud : Sutra I—iii—9 ; which would prove the superior authority 
arrived at unde y ointed out by Grammar ; as also of the person learned in 
of the conclusion P we have already shown above. 
Grammar : all would seek to prove, by mere arguments, the fact of the 
_ Those Aa the like being incapable of expressing a meaning, would 
words ‘gavi an fact of ordinary experience; but the fact of these words 
be contradicting 1 (Grammatical) smrti is quite patent; exactly like 
being contrary el character of one who is actually a Brahmana. That 
the non-Brabmem in the case of certain men, resembling one anothor in 
is to say, just inary perception can only afford a confused idea of their 
bodily form, ae and it is only by means of the remembrance of their 
respective oe castes can be rightly ascertained; so also in the case in 
parents that 8 15 usage being found to point promiscuously to the ex pres - 
question, ore all sorts of words (correct and incorrect), it is only by 
sive character remembrance (smrti) of grammatical rules that we can 
neang. of pee the correct word; and in this there is no contradiction 
Tightly aiger . i = 4 ; 
of ordinary 5 seeing a number of men resembling in 79 
N all of them promiscuously to be ot e 
Would be making an assertions ‘contrary to tho ents so Siye, would 
Would declare all words in ordinary usage. to be equally 


gar &c., are not 
rdinary experience; 
t iu ordinary usage, 
eating of the drum, 
those that are pronounced 
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505 ; xactly like tho differentia- 
baron meag FCC * words, being at 
pel i N subsequently comes to be a matter of ordinary 

. poe > jeo le. 
j sms — aunt 5 ate out by the smrti—such as the fact of a 
certain result proceeding from a certain action—the time of 2 . 
ance is not fixed; and hence not knowing when they cou w 
realised, these cannot be said to be amenable to direct Pera 5 11 ; 
and as such we cannot but base these upon the sole authority of the : We 
tures (smrti). While in the case of words, though, in the first 5 
the discrimination is arrived at by the help of smrti, ot e d 
afterwards, we find the previously ascertained correct wor n A 5 
amenable to Sense- perception, Ae gad cares Coad 8 ane 
` ` . . we find in 5 
e 8 tones, &e., are ‘ascertained by means of 
the definitions laid dd n in the musical smrtis, yet subsequently they come 
+o be perceived directly by the trained ear of the musician, And if to 
such a person, one were to say that all words ars egnally expressive (and 
correct) he would be making an assertion that would be set aside by a fect 
of Sense-perception, exactly as if one were to assert that all men are of 
musical tones are alike). 
nst all evidential authority is the assertion that 
even incorrect words are truly expressive, and not the assertion that 
true expressiveness belongs only to those words that are authorised by the 
grammatical smrtis, 


knowledge of the correctness and in. 
correctness of words is also possible as the means of accomplishing Dharma 


h the Injunctions (of the use of correct 
use of incorrect words ) that lay down 


To this!we make the following reply: (1) The correctness of words jg 
actually perceptible by the Senses (2) there is also a certain mark (that 
accomplishes the inference of their correctness ) ; (3) the correctness is also 
pointed out by the scriptures; and (4-6) we also find an unmixed uso of 
n ar N letters, (a) that are not either half-uttered 

F; W (b) which are pronounced in due accordance with the 

— ne of the length or shortness of the vowel gaip. : 7 0 n 

LORU ier in t rder of sequence, are all, like the various 

found to exist in the proper o 


or Wrongly ut- 
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accents, amenable to auditory perception, which also comprehends those 
expressive worda that are in keeping with the gram matical smrtis ; and 
thus it cannot be denied that the correctness of words is perceptible by 
the Senses. 

(2) Soon after the aforesaid auditory perception, we come across 
such specific distinguishing marks (of correct words) as the deletious, 
additions and alterations of the roots and affixes, in accordance with the 
rules laid down in the grammatical smrtis; and these marks, together 
with the actual expressiveness of the words as used in ordinary parlance, 
lead to the inference of the correctness of such words. ; 

(3) Tue two kinds of scriptures—the Vedas and the Smrtis—are often 
found to serve the purpose of pointing out the means of the accomplishment 
of certain results in connection with Heaven, the ordinary world, and sacri- 
fices, as also of showing the virtuous or the sinful character of actions ; 
and as such the correctness of words can also be a subject dealt with by 
them; because one who makes use of uncorrupt forms of words accom- 
Ashes certain useful results, both indirectly in the performance of sacri- 
fices, and (directly) in leading the person to Heaven; and during 
the performance of a sacrifice, if one happens to pronounce an incorrect 
word, the performance becomes as faulty as if he had committed a sin 
in the shape of telling & lie; as is declared else where—, one who knows 
the relationships of speech becomes tainted with sin by the utterance of 
incorrect words.“ These two subjects—sinfulness and virtuonsness—are 
not amenable to any other means. of right notion bat the Verbal Autho- 
rity of the scriptures. ` . 

Nor is it necessary to assume as many Injunctions and Prohibitions as 
there are words, because all of them are included in the single Injunction 
and Prohibition—that ‘one who is desirous to accomplish the sacrifice and 
its result in the shape of Heaven should make use of ouly the correct 
words, and avoid that of all incorrect ones.’ l 
Nor is there any sach law as that the scriptures should always treat 
of Injunctions and Prohibitions only, and never of the existing state of 
things; because we meet with many such declarations as—“ this relf is 
tmperishable, ” &., &o.—which describe the existing state of things ( with- 
One any tinge of Injanction or Prohibition) ; and yet they are not fonnd to 
be incapable of expressing the true state of things. Nor do they cease to 
be Scriptures by the mere description of such things. But even if there be 
auch a rule as that scriptures must consist only of Injunctions and Prohi. 
bitions, then too, we could have such an Injunction as that ‘one should 
make use of such and such correct words, or that if one desiring to ob. 

“tain the results mentioned in other scriptural passages should wish to 
make use of uncorrupted forms of words, he should always employ such 
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and such words, with such and such vowels and consonants, neither — 
nor less than what is absolutely correct; and as itis possible to have suc 
Injunctions and Prohibitions, the correctness of words can very well be re- 
garded as amenable to the verbal authority of the scriptures. 


(4) Even from the Analogy of such instances as the experienced man 
pronouncing the correct word ‘ Dévadatta’ and the child pronouncing the 
same word as ‘Tatta, we can deduce the fact that words can have both 
correct and incorrect forms. And so also on finding certain uncorrupt 
Vedic words to be in keeping with the rules of Grammar, we deduce from 
Analogy the correctness of similar uncorrupted forms of words that occur 
in ordinary parlance. 

(5) So too, the correctness of a word is cognisable, in the first instance, 
by means of the Apparent Inconsistency of the expressiveness of the 
word as found to be denoting a certain meaning in ordinary parlance; and 

secondly, the correctness could also be ascertained by another Apparent In- 
consistency-——namely that of the word being entirely free from all corrup- 


tions due to such causes as carelessness, idleness, a disorder in the organs 
of speech and the like, 


(6) The corrupt forms of words are said to be correct, on the ground 
of their similarity with the correct words ; but we ascertain the negation 
of such correctness, from the mere absence (or Negation) of the condj. 
tions of correctness laid down in grammatical rules. 

Thus then, the correctness and the incorrectness of words being found 
to be amenable to all the six means of right notion, who would be bold 
enough to assert that none of them is applicable to the case; and th 7 
such aoe 155 “a teeta of ascertaining the correctness of 5 R ii 

ough we find igno i 
dect ae of Lords Whe oe use of both correct and incor- 
nate between the tw would be always ready to discrimi- 


From dha non-Brähmanz g as they always distinguish the Brähmana 
of jewelry, Aa, can 0 i or Just as those that are expert in the matter 


and other things thet Sa ee the real gem from the pieces of glass 


be mixed up with it, so would the learned dis- 
e incorrect forms of words. And just as for 


; y from man te 
this could not be rejected as a mere case of one blind person to man 


. follow; 
another blind person, because we perceive, in actual usage, oming 


; ahs Correctness 
pointed out by the Grammar ; and also because we find it dealing With the 


discrimination (of words) which cannot be got at by any other m as 
In the case of grammatical study, the transcendental part of it is ostar 
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l by means of the Injunctions and Prohibitions (of the use of correct 
and incorrect words) contained in the Veda. And as for the knowledge 
a tho uncorr upt forms of words, the using of which is said to accomplish 
the said transcendental result, it being immediate in its effects, can be 
very easily obtained by the help of the long-standing rules and regulations 
of Grammar, which are found to be in keeping with the usages of the Veda 
and all respectable people ; and as such the fact of Grammar having been 
propounded by human agency cannot affect its authority adversely. 

It has been argued above that “the using of correct words being 
ang to serve a visible purpose, such usage would come about always by 
ruse * and as such there can be no need of any Injunction with 
an l o it; as it is an admitted fact that an Injunction has its use only 

oe down something not otherwise cognisable.” 
pose o ely shall reply to this under the sutra—The Injunction serves the pur- 
restricting (the usage to the correct words only) (IV—ii—24). 

Another argument brought forward in the Pirvapaksha is that “ the 

corrupt forms of words being absolutely inexpressive, they could never be 


used; and as such there being nothing to be set aside, the Injunction can- 
not be said to bea restrictive one (that is to say, if both correct and incorrect 
words Were capable of being used, then alone could there be a restric- 
tion of usage to the correct words alone; but as a matter of fact the 
incorrect words are naturally incapable of being used).” 

And to this we make the following reply: Though generally it 
is true that there can be no Restriction or Exclusion without something 
that could be set aside, yet why could not we have a Restrictive In- 
junction that would lay down something to be always adhered to, (and not 
as an alternative, which is the case in ordinary restriction)? That is to say, 
when one has got to say something, it is just possible that though he may 
at times express himself in correct words, yet at times he might either 
make use of corruptions, or mere silent gestures of the eye; and hence 
it is only right that we should have an Injunction that would lay down the 
Su Hae e een e e e e e 
Apiirva (Potentiali 8 to such usage a man would be creating an exce 

‘entiality) for himself, 


Ever though it be absolutely necessary to have something to be set 


Sa a a Restrictive Injunction, yet we can have, in the case in gos 
+ a setting aside of those words, that slightly resemble the 1 81 
ords, and as such being found to denote the correct meaning indie’ y 
through the correct words, come to be accepted on account of their long- 
continued currency, as really expressive; because the use of such words 
Heat impossible. (That is to say, it is only the words having no re- 
‘mblance With any correct words that have been said to be totally 
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inexpressive ; and hence it is the usage of these alone that can be said = 
be impossible; but in the case of such words as ‘gāvī’, this word is 25 
tually found to point, by similarity, to the word ‘ go,’ and through this. ` 
denote the cow; and a long-standing usage of such words is often foun F 
to lead to these slightly corrupt words to be accepted as really expressive ; 


and as it is likely that people might be making use of such ome 
the Injunction serves the purpose of laying down that one should alway 
use the correct words, and not the said corrupt ones). 


Or, the incorrect words being nothing totally distinct (from the 
correct ones, of which alone they are the corrupted forms) , the possibility 
of the employment of these cannot be of the same (alternative) kind as 
that of various materials &e., in the performance of a single action and as 
such, words cannot be the fit objects for being set aside by the said Restric- 
tive Injunction. But the real fact is that while the person ig actnally 
thinking of using the correct word, he may, through carelessness, come to 
corrupt it (in pronouncing it wrongly) ; and what the said Injunction does 

is to lay down that one should never distort or corrupt the words he uses. 

And there are many ex estrictive Injunctions; for instance, 

the passage,—‘that cake which is burnt becomes fit for the Rakshasa,’— 

which in deprecating the burnt cake, points to the Injunction that one should 
as not to overburn it. So too, we have a deprecation of the 
t words in the sentence— a 


as to accent ..,.., kills the person ;’ 
in the sentence Tl 


ing incorrect words, 
*Mleccha’ i 
fact of an i 


amples of such R 


tn ng the duty of the word in the shape of 
n : i 

to show that the a ek amg (deprecation and prohibition) go 
goes forth,’—serves to limit all en oe 


that 
of words, 


the uncorrupted forms 
An objection is here raised: S 
che. of words) as are due to an i 
“carelessness (inevitable under certain circumstances) can never b 
“avoided; and as such these can never be rightly made the objects of 
“ prohibition.” 


To this we make the following reply: The sense of the prohibition, 


is that one should not be careless in the use of words, and that he 


should try his best to obtain mastery over them; otherwise no regard 
could be shown to that prohibition. 


And again, if there were no 
such prohibition of carelessness, the persons, desirous of uttering words 
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ia forms that would be easy of pronunciation, would purposely distort 
the real forms of words, even though they were quite capable of pronoun: 
cing the correct word (though not with the same ease). And if a certain 
person incapable of pronouncing the real form would pronounce the 
corrupt one, other people, though knowing it to be the corrupt form, would 
yet, in flattering imitation of the former person, persist in pronouncing it 
ia the same form; if such pronunciation were not distinctly forbidden. 
And it often happens that when conversing with persons, knowing only 
the corrupt form of a language, and quite incapable of using the correct one, 
even capable persons make use of the same corrupt forms. And.thus 
there being many causes leading to the use of corrupt forms of words, it is 
only right that we should have a Restrictive Injunction that should make 
us avoid such corrupt usage (and take to the correct one). 
Another argument of the Parvapaksha is that, “inasmuch as we 
find words fulfilling the visible purpose of the denoting of ẹ certain mean- 
ing, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture dealing with such usageg 
as would lead to a transcendental result.“ 
And to this we make the following reply; Even though there is a 
visible result, yet. we hold a transcendental result to follow from the 
Restriction; and this transcendental result belongs either to the sacrifice 
or to the Agent, according as jt happens to be in conjanction with, or 
disjoined from, one or the other (vide Satra IV—iii—5). It is only such 
conjunction and disjunction that make the same (result) to be both ; and 
this, in the present instance, is ascertained in the following manner : the 
result that is mentioned in a sacrificial context is accepted as belonging 
to the sacrifice ; while that which is described apart from any sacrifices, is 
held to belong to the Agent, (That is to say, in the case in question, as the 
Prohibition thaß ‘the Brähmana should not utter an incorrect word’ is 
found in a context that treats of the performance of a sacrifice, it points to 
the fact of the utterance of an incorrect word spoiling the sacrifice ; and. 
thence it follows that the Restrictive Injunction that ‘ one should use only 
correct words’ has its chief bearing upon the performance of sacrifices ; While 
desibes bl that speaks of the correct use of a single word fulfilling all ones 
fn ca N 0 i hereafter is not found in connection with any 9 5 
Role A AO APTOS 1010 ows from this that the use of correct words leads the 
3 to heaven ; ond this makes the said Injunction refer to the personal 
„ And again in the case of a passage whose main result belongs d 
Us sacrifice, if there be a mention of certain results accruing to the 1 
Who is something other than the sgorifice, this very fact imparts to 3 
mention the character of an Arthavdda (vide Sutra IV—-iii—1) ; ares 8 
the case of a passage describing certain results as belonging éo bho 9 
(when the passage ig not found in connection with any sacrifice) the resn", 
40 
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being described as such, cannot but be accepted as really „ 
the action in question (vrz., the using of correct words)—as bas been 5 y 
the revered Atréya (vide Sutra lV—iii—18 ). That is to say, the purra 
boariug upon the sacrifice, not having the means of its 5 
fully known, is capable of containing within itself all the transcendenta 
results in connection with it; and as such it withdraws within itself the 
Apūrva following from the Restriction (of usage to correct words), and 
then relegates the mention of the accruing of certain results to the buman 
Ageut to the realms of Arthuvāda. Whereas in the case of ths Restriction 
being for the sake of the Agent, it becomes absolutely necessary to assume & 
purpose for such Restriction ; and as for the comprehension of meaning, this 
is often found to be obtained even by means of the corruptions of words 
as also through certain silent gestures; and hence the Restriction by itself, 
having all its wants fulfilled as shown above, is not capable of setting up the, 
Apiirva or transcendental result; and as such it becomes absolutely neces- 
sary to accept as the true result (of following the Restriction), the attain- 
ment of all desirable things both here and in kearen, which is mentioned in the 
corresponding Arthavida Passage. 

Another question put by the Parvapaksha is—“ Where does this 
transcendental result of the Restriction reside?” And to this we make 
the following reply: That result which has its end in the sacrifice itnelé 
resides in the subsidiaries that go to make up the sacrifice, while that 
which is not mentioned with reference to any subsidiary character, resides 
in the person that performs the sacrifice. in accorda 

š 7 2 nes 

with the reasonings brought forward in 8 the transac 
dental result following from the restricti So 8 ens 
tends to impart a certain purity to the s th words 
the means of accomplishing the transcend e agent) is 
* Brābmana’ (in the injuuction, ed by the word 
words’) which appears in the con 
in accordance with the conclusi 
Apūrva (or transcendental result 
the Person, in order to render him fit for 35 , 
the sacrifice). And in the case of the pakize Coas ee result (of 
nounced, &.) which refers to the Person only, the A A i pro- 
such correct use, is held to reside in the person knowing ne aE from 
correct word, exactly as the result of the main sacrifice is found 70 : „ 
tho Person; because the mention of correct speaking’ and + one 
knowing’ directly point to such a speaker and knower, who ig also 8 
sally recognised as the main receptacle of the results following from ee 
actions (of speaking and knowing). 


Though in the passage— No incorrect words should be used by the Brah- 


NECESSITY OF USING CORRECT FORMS OF WORDS. 315 


mana’—the Instrumental ending in the word“ brahmanéna,’ by the Brah- 
mana,’ indicates the secondary character of the speaker (and assuch he mav 
not be accepted as the receptacle of the main result), yet, inasmuch as it is 
the speaker that is affected by the purification (due to the correct use of 
words), the primary position may be assigned to him; exactly as in the 
case of the ‘Remnant of the Prayaja butter. That is to say, in the case 
of the passage ‘ Mixes the sacrificial material with the remnant of the 
Prayaja,’ though the word ‘remnant’ has the Instrumental ending, yet 
inasmuch as it has to serve a useful purpose, it is accepted to be the chief 
object of the purification; exactly the same is the case with the word 
Brähmana in the passage in question. 

Or it may be that, the Instrumental ending in the word ‘ by the Brah- 
mana’ points to the ‘performer of the sacrifice’; and his primary 
character is got at from without, through the mention of the word ‘kama- 
dhuk’ (obtaining of all desirable results,—which appears in another passage). 
And the Instrumental ending in ‘ Brahmaxéna’ may not be taken as 
referring to the ‘ person using the incorrect word’; and the construction of 
the passage may be thus explained: No incorrect words should be used by 
the Brahmana who is performing the sacrifice.’ And it is a well-known fact 
that that which has a secondary position in the sacrifice, attains the pri- 
mary position, in reference to the purification (as following from the sacri- 
fice); and in the case in question the using of correct words does not 
ect the sacrifice indirectly through an Apūrva, but directly by impart- 
ing a certain purity to the Person performing the sacrifice. And the fact 
of the sacrifice being thus affected is indicated by the context, as also by 
the Instrumental ending (in the word ‘ Brahmanéna )] and it is this 
very fact that enables us to accept the purification, &c., as subsidiary (to 
the Person, who thus comes to be recognised to have the primary position). 

Even when the said Restrictive Injunction refers to a Person, apart 
from any sacrifices, the word ‘ kamadhuk’ expressing the fulfilment of the 
desirable and useful purpose of Man,—it distinctly indicates the primary 
position of the Person. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the utterance of a correct word is not oe 
the sake of the speaker or the sacrificer (but for that of one to whom it 18 
addressed), —yet it is the Restriction and Prohibition referring to such use 
thet can be accepted as being for the sake of the speaker and the sacrifice. 
ly, it is not necessary that the Restriction and Prohibition in 
connection with a certain action must be for the sake of the same pang? 
for whose sake the action itself is performed, For instance, though 5 
actions as ‘intercourse with women’ and ‘ eating of meat’ are found to 2 
performed for the sake of the person, yet the prohibition of these 52 
is accepted, through the peculiarities of the context, as referring e 


RTI . D 
3 


thadira wood 
ifice. And again, though the sacrificial post made of semi bp 
sacrifice. ly found to serve a useful purpose in the per nee ger 
> a age ee the peculiarity of the passage limiting the 3 
55 one particular kind of wood, we come to 1 hn e 
she 15 trength to the person (performing the wipes ol 5 
l $ feeding of the guest,’ when the action of ‘eating To -= A 
D h ö culiar transcendental result following from i Nos ap 
guest, the Pe n on feeding him. In the same manner, 1 — . on 
ag Me cae ee the sake of mie pem, E misaa ges 1 0 
Prohibition pertaining to it, when seeking for 


y sest touc 
di c p 1u to the person speaking, as he 18 be inc 
istin tl 0 t found to lo h 


Th 11 the fact of the Science of Grammar being based upon the 
us 3 


it is extremely unfair to deny the 


(Scripture) 
then it must in- 
ded among these, 
if, however, the 
teaches—, then, 
of words, or the 
ching the students 
to it cannot in 


* fourteen sci 
the character of. 


all these words, &o., th 


o application of the word ‘ Caotra 
any case be doubted. 


to the Akaga (which is not a 
Astra) / That is to say, you seek to deuy the character of astra to 
ll A simply on the ground of its being simi 


are not Castras) 3a 
in its eternality, 


; ™), You could 
the character of Castra to the Veda also! And certai 
deny 


aly If one 
e of the city were to address harsh 
who had learnt the refined languag F er 


k him; bat 
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who could check the child who would be insulting to his own parents? 
In the same manner, one who is found to be making incoherent assertions 
with regard to subjects apart from the Veda, is checked by the Veda 
itself; but when he proceeds to deprive the Veda itself of one of its essential 
parts (the Grammar), by what could he be checked? And when a person 
becoming angry with another cuts off his limbs, one whose limbs are 
thus out off lives ouly for a very short time. Hence it is only when one 
wishes to destroy the Veda, that he begins by striking at its parts (the 
subsidiary sciences); and then continuing in the same path, he cuts off thé 
main source itself, 

But as a matter of fact we have found that the authoritative character 
of the Veda and the Smrtis has been firmly established by means of vari- 
ous reasonings (detailed above),—how then could any one dare to deny the 


authority aud the scriptural character of the subsidiary sciences (parts of 
the Veda) ? 


It has been urged by the Purvapaxsha that “all the Smrtis are found 
to resemble one another; while that „r Grammar is entirely different from 
all of them; and as such Grammar ornnot be accepted to be one of the 
Smrtis. 

And to this we make the following reply: We finda great resemblance 
among the Dharmasitras, because all of them treat of the duties of the 
Various castes and conditions of life ; and as such there cannot be any very 
great dissimilarity among them ; while the subject of Grammar is entirely 
different, treating as it does of the rales and regulations that go to prove 
the correctness of a word; and as such a work on Grammar could have 
resemblance with other works on Grammar itself, and not with the Dharmas 
sttras. And as for the character of Smrti, it belongs equally to the 


Dharmasitras and the subsidiary sciences’ of the Veda (among which 
Grammar is one.) 


Even though the ‘ subsidiary sciences’ were n t tis,’ yot we 
could not deny the fact of their being 80 many eae 1 15 85 a 
decidedly authoritative character; because Manu has declared an equal 
authority ta belong to the following: “ the Puranas, the Science of Duty as 
laid down by Manu, the Veda with all its Subsidiaries, and the Science 
of Medicine.” 


In regard to Smrtis, we have shown above, under Saira I—iii—2, that 
they must be admitted to be authoritative, because their authors are the 
very same persons who are found to perform the sacrifices laid dowa 8 
the Veda; and this reasoning is equally applicable to the Subsidiary gear 
of the Veda. And we have just shown above, that as bringing 
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visible as well as transcendental results, the authority of the Subsidiary 
Sciences of the Veda is cognisable by all the six means of right notion ; 
and as such their authority can never be denied. 


When one of the Subsidiary Sciences has been found to be based upon 
the Veda, then it may come to be accepted as forming a sound basis for 
other works of human authors. And in regard to that work of the human 
author of which a basis is not found, if it be asserted that it has no basis 
at all, such an assertion would be as acceptable as the description of a 
colour by one who is born blind. While in the case in question we find 
that the work has its basis upon a Smrti that is based upon the Veda; and 
as such it has a decided authority, though removed by one degree. 

Another objection in the Pirvapaksha is that, “inasmuch as we find 


many contradictions among the Satras (of Panini), the Vārtika (of Katya- 
yana) and the Bhashya (of Patanjali), 


we cannot accept the authority of 
Grammar.“ 


And to this we make the following reply: The presence of contra- 
dictions cannot be accepted as shaking the authority of the Smrtis, inas- 


much as we find many contradictions in the Vedas themselves. 
if the Smrtis, 


that are based upon contradictory passages of the Ved 
to be without any contradictions, then alone would they be untrust 
as in that case they would not be in keeping with the character 
basic texts. Because it is only when the character of the Smrti is 
keeping with that of its basic Vedic text, and not otherwise, that it can 
be accepted as authoritative. And hence the presence of contradictions in 
the Smrtis cannot be held to affect their authority ; Specially ag when- 
ever there are two contradictory texts, they can both be accepted ag option- 
al alternatives; and none of them can be said t 


o be absolutely false 
ere is 


In fact 
a, Were 
worthy ; 
of their 
in exact 


n the matter of è 
š 8 be considered a fault 9 details, 
different subjects. 


As for the attacks upon the Satr 
useless repetitions, that are made Vartika, &., tl 
urged as shaking the authority of the Silty Sane 


hee , 

always followed by explanations in defence — — iteh attacks are 
of which thus becomes doubly strengthened. And ag for lice v 
themselves, they cannot be accepted as contrary authorities, beca 
have no basis in the Veda, and as snch cannot be acce 
authority of the Sétras which are based upon the V 


additions and alterations (proposed in the } 


A., 
Alas 
use they 
pted ag affecting the 
| eda. And as for the 
riika and the Bhashya) these 
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are all based npon other grammatical Smrtis; and certainly the addition 
of more matter does not shake the authority of the briefer work. For in- 
stance, though the atatement of the duties of the Adhvaryu priest is very 
brief in the Vajasanéyi Sanhita, and that in the Caraka Sanhita is much 
more detailed, yet this fact does not shake the authority of the former 
brief statement. Hence the presence of such additions cannot be taken 
as faulty. 

As for the reproach that the author of the grammatical Sütras has 
not mentioned the purpose or motive of his work;—such an omission 
does not merit a reproach ; because the purpose of grammar is fully known 
from all Vedas and Smrtis; and at the close of the grammztical work 
itself, its purpose becomes self-evident. And again, itis a fact univer- 
sally known that the telling of truth leads one to Heaven, and helps to 
accomplish the sacrifices. And we all know that ‘ truth’ is of two kinds 
the truth of matter, and the truth of words, Aud just as the assertion 
of a true state of things brings future happiness to the person, 80 also 
does the utterance of the true word; and conversely, just as the perver- 
sion of the true state of things is sinful, so also is the perversion of the 
trne word. And we have already shown that a knowledge of the true 
(or correct) word is obtained from a careful study of grammar (which is 
thus found to be indirectly serving the purposes of leading the man to 
Heaven and accomplishing the various sacrifices). And thus, the author 
of the Sätra did not mention the purpose of his work, simply because it 
was found to be too well-known to need such mention—this purpose 
being the explanation of all words. Nor is there any difference of opinion 
on the point of the purpose of Grammar. And as to whether this pur- 
pose is rightful or not (upon which there is a diversity of opinion), it 
is a different matter altogether. 

The author of the Vartika has, however, distinctly pointed out the use 
of Grammar to lie in the laying down of cortain restrictions, which help 
in the fulfilling of Dharma; and of such restrictions, one is based direct- 
ly upon the Veda itself, while the other is based upon Grammar. That 
is to say, Grammar serves the purpose of laying down two restrictions (I) 
that one should use only the correct forms of words—the knowledge and 
the using of such words leading the person to Heaven and helping to 
accomplish the e and this is known from the Veda itself; and 88 
such, not depending upon any other authority, this restriction must be 

aas laid down by the Veda itself; (2) that such and such words 
ure correct—which is pointed out by Grammar alone; as without Grammar, 
the correct words could uot be rightly distinguished from the incorrect 771 55 
Thus then, we find that the methods of Grammar, being ® part of the 


15 st 
Vedic Dharma that consists of the use of the duly discriminated correc 
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forms of words, serves the purpose of pointing out such correct forms as 

= 5 70 Pe ie If the knowledge of the correct word be ane to 

e 0 Dharma, then, as such rp agente E 1 
l incorrect word, it wou e mixed wi l 

Teria 8205 out the chance of Adharma in this theory, a ary 
to the conclusion that it is the actual using of the correct forms = 2 i 
in accordance with grammatical] roles, that constitutes Dharma, an 3 
happiness to the agent. Aud thongh the Mahabhashya has again r eee 
the former rejected theory, in the sentence Or the know edge Bas 
correct: word may be said to constitute Dharma,’ yet this has 1 75 ad te 
only with n view to show that the argument urged against this an i 
not quite irrefutable; and hence this resumption is not with a view ; cas 
ing any aspersion upon the Vartika, but simply as a gratuitons pro onging 

of the disonssion. 


nce, in the case of the Passage One who per- 
who knows it becomes freed from the sin 


and as such the Injunction of the sacrifice would become absolutely 
useless. In the same Taanner, if the mere knowledge of the correct word 
were to accomplish the 


£ Dharma, who would ever undertake the trouble of 
pronouncing. the word, aud the; 


5 g Dharma, in accordance 
with the rule of speaking of the cause (knowledge) as the effect (the use 


following from such knowledge) —just AB the rice that is offered in the 
sacrifice that brings rain is spoken of as the“ rain,’ itself ; and this declara. 
tion of the Bhashya has been made with a view to show that the arguments 
(in the Vartika) based upon the mixture of Adharma are not quite irre. 
futable; and it is not added with a view to show that the result really 
follows from the knowledge itself. Specially as according to the conclu- 
R onë: arrived at under the Satra IY—iii—1, the knowledge of the word 
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having its sole end in parifying the word nsed by the man, it cannot have 
anything to do with any other result. In all cases knowledge is always 
found to be a means of purifying, and ns such anxiliary to something 
else; with the sole exception of the knowledge of Self. 

As for the knowledge of Self; both by Conjunction and Disjunetion 
it is fonnd to help the sacrifice ns well as the Person ; because unless one 
knows his self (to be something other than the body that perishes) he 
would never undertake the sacrifices whose results are said to accrue to the 
man in another birth, And then again, such passages as—“ the Self free 
from all evil. , is to be songht after, &., “one should worship the Self 
—lay down the knowledge of Self as accomplished by a process accom- 
panied by due reflection, &; and then from such knowledge, we find 
that there accrues to the agents both kinda of result—Happiness as well 
as final Deliverance, as is shown by the following passages :—“ He obtains 
all worlds and all desires, passes beyond all sorrow, Go., &c.,”—which 
speaks of all the eight perfections of Yoga accruing to the person know- 
ing the self; and the passnge—“ passing his life thus he, after death, 
reaches the regions of Brahma, and from there he never returns — which 
points to the attainment of the Supreme Self (Final Deliverance) also as 
following from a due knowledge of the Self. And inasmuch ns these 
passages do not occur in connection with any sacrifices, while they are 
directly related to the Sel‘, the results mentioned in these cannot be said 
to be mere Arthavidss; as they are not like the passages mentioning 
certain results as following from the making of the snorificinl post of the 
Khadira wood, and so forth, which are found along with passages dealing 
with certain sacrifices (and being anxiliary fo the sacrifices, the making of the 
post, Go., cannot be accepted as having independent results of their own). 

Nor can it be rightly urged that, because the Selk is laid down as the 
object of knowlege, it cannot have any connection with actions. Because 
the duties, necessary as well as occasional, relating to the various castes and 
conditions of life, have got to be Performed, for the double purpose of 
destroying the p 99 7 5 of former sins, and the removal of all chance of 
the appearance of the sin that would follow from the non-performance of 
the necessary duties. Aud inasmuch as th . hand 

u as these duties on the one hand, 
and the knowledge of Selk on t ae ‘ to 
fulél, and proceed on ite l 'e other, have distinct purposes : 

thane te VO entirely different lines, they cannot be said 
ei l de each other, or to be Accepted as optional alternatives, or to 
ie parts of one another, The knowl edge of words, on the other hand, 
is always anxiliary to its usage, and always precedes it; and as such .if 
cannot haye Any result apart from that which follows from such usage; 
and hence we conclude that the said results follow only from the using of 
the properly discriminated correct forms of words, 


4l 
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Another objection urged in the Parvapaksha is that, “the correct use 
of words following upon a knowledge of Grammar having a beginning in 
time, the mention of any results following from it, can never form the 
object of an eternal (Vedic) Injunction.” But the continuity of Grammar 
is as eternal as that of the making of the sacrificial post, &c., (and thongh, 
as in the case of the post, the individual use of a correct word may 
have a beginning in time, yet such usage has ever continued from time 
immemorial); and as such the objection does not affect the question. And 
the eternality of Grammar is also pointed out by the Vedic passage“ the 
speech grammatically purified is used.” Nor can it be urged that the 
£ purification here spoken of is that accomplished by a long-established 
usage. Because in that case the addition of the word ‘used’ would be a 
useless repetition. We find Manu also declaring, while enumerating the 
holiest of Brahmanas: “ One who grammatically explains a sentence, and 
he who investigates the nature of sacrifices, &c.,” and this distinctly 
shows that “ he who explains grammatically ” is something different from 
the person who has studied the Veda and also from one who investigates 
the nature of sacrifices; and as such the said passage cannot but betaken 
as pointing to n knowledge of Grammar (as an independent condition of 


holiness) ; and this distinctly shows that Grammar is eternal. J 
— 


End of the Vyakaranadhikarana. 


— — 
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ADHIKARANA (10) 


[(A) Treating of the fact of the words used and objects described in the Veda 
being the same as those in ordinary parlance—as part of (B) the exposi- 
tion of the fact uf the denotation of a word consisting in Olass or Form]. 


(A) 

Sutra (30). On account of non-differentiation there is same- 
ness of the object; as otherwise there would be no Injunction 
of performance. 

From among the four kinds of words—Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes and 
Nipalas,—we take the case of the Nouns ; and from among Nouns, signi- 
fying the Class, Property, Action, Substance, Names and Pronouns, we take 
into consideration only those that denote the Class ; and from these again, 
we single out the word ‘Cow’ as a typical instance, And with regard 
to this we proceed to consider whether the word denotes the Olass or the 
Individual. 

But leaving this point aside for a time, to be taken up later, wo 
proceed, with a view to ascertain the character of the means (word) and 
consequences (signification of Vedic Injunctions), to consider the ques- 
tion as to whether the words used in the Veda,and the meanings signified 
by them, are the same as those in ordinary parlanee, or different ? 

An objection is here raised: “ What would be the use of proving that 
the words used in the Veda are the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
that this should be taken up first of all?” 


To this we make the following reply: The use of this h 
-i be found to appertain to the Vedic words; while the means of 11 
discussion and ascertainment is found in the ordinary parlance of the peer 
of the present day ; and as such it becomes necessary to prove the nok a 
— the same. That is to say, if the words used in the Veda and e 
m which they are there used, be the same as those in ordinary Eilat 
then alone could it be possible for us to ascertain whether any Bhd Subs 
object is denotable by a certain Vedic word or not; and this i 3 
by conducting the discussion—as to a word signifying the Vie 


discussion 
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Individual—in accordance with the various usages current among the 
experienced men of the present day. While any ascertainment, as to whether 
a werd really denotes the Class or the Individual, would not serve any 
useful purpose in ordinary parlance. Because in ordinary parlance, a 
word being used with reference to varions intermixed significations, brings 
about the idea of only some of these significations; and thus the 
purpose of the speaker having been duly fulfilled even by the signification 
that only forms a part of the undifferentiated denotation of the word,— 
and thereby the purpose for which the word was used having been fulfilled 
either by the Class or by the Individual,—what would be the use of discrimi- 
nating (as to whether the word really denotes the Class or the Indi- 
vidual) ? 
It may however he argued that—‘ as in the case of the Veda, so in 
ordinary. parlance also, such discrimination would serve thie purpose of 
rejecting or accepting the generic or the specific denotation of a word.” 
But as a matter of fact, we find, in ordinary parlance, that (in the case of 
such assertions as ‘give thecurd to the Bralimanas, but the ¢akra to Kaun- 
dinya’) the giving of the curd, &., (as the generic alternative) or of the 
takra (as the exception) is pointed out by the exigencies of the circum- 
stances; and this obviates all necessity of considering as to whether a cer- 
tain word is to be taken in its direct denotation or indirect indication, And 
thus we find that any such enquiry is absolutely useless with regard to 
ordinary parlance; but it would serve a distinctly useful purpose with 
regard to the Veda, where we have no other means of ascertaining the 
meanings of words (as in this case we have no usage of the Elders to 
guide us). na ts N 
Thus then, if the words used in the Veda were different from those ta 


ordinary parlance, then we should never have any oscasion to consider 
the question as to the word denoting the Class or the Individual 
> 


ee : for th 
sake of ascertaining what is expressed and what is not expresse the 


word in the Neda): Whareana dé beg be identical, then the Mint, y = 
of words, acertained by means of the words used in ordinary Sa — 
‘lance, 


would serve a distinctly useful purpose in the Veda 

of no use in ordinary parlance itself, ? 
Thus then, we find that it is only wh 

the same as those in ordinary parlance, tl 

the Akrtyadhikarana (the discussion as to the Class being t! 

of a word); whereas there could be no occasion for it if a 1e denotation 

of words were entirely different, % two classes 


Anc lence we now proceed to lay down the arguments in f 


the theory that the words used in the Veda are different e of 
ordinary parlance—which constitutes the hose in 


even though it could be 


n occasion for 
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PURVAPAKSHA——OF (A) 


i “As a matter of fact, we find that that there are many differences 
> between the Veda and ordinary parlance; for instance, (1) in the Veda 
. we have certain restrictions of accentuation, while there is none in ordi- 
nary parlance ; (2) the deletions, additions and modifications of the roots 
“and affixes as found in the Veda are entirely different from those in ordi- 
Á nary language ; (3) with regard to the Veda, the time for its study is 
: limited, while there is no such limitation with regard to ordinary parlance ; 
a (4) the Veda is to be explained only to one who has been duly initiated, 
11 there is no such restriction with regard to the teaching of ordinary 
a anguage; (5) the Veda is taught to the three higher castes only, while 
ordinary language is common to all the four castes ; (6) the study of the 
a ion brings about certain (transcendental) results, while that of ordinary 
* eae does not 5 (7) the Veda can be learnt from a traditional line of 
— eachers duly propitiated by proper attendance and service, while ordinary 
A anguage may be learnt in any way one pleases. And for these reasons 
a we conclude that just as the sentences of the Veda, and the matter des- 
$ cribed by them, are totally different from those in ordinary parlance, so 
ea are the words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
al different from those in ordinary parlance. And then, inasmuch 
8 75 it is only the ordinary language that is found to be of use in daily 
. ife, while that of the Veda is absolutely useless, we cannot admit Dharma 
to be that which is pointed out by the Veda. 
a “ That is to say, the word in the Veda is held to be different from that 
ee ordinary parlance, because the latter is not affected by the peculiarities 
a of accentuation ; and because the Vedic word can be studied only in 
i certain specified days, while that of ordinary language can be studied 
whenever one likes; and also because we actual y 
“as ‘Agni,’ f.i, in the sentence 
“ formation and a meaning entirely 
‘lance; and the Vedic passage— 
“ back ’—is to be explained in the sa 


(13 

a iaria becomes fit for Rakshasas, ’ (‘That is to say, in the passage t 
“of tl e chend vahanti,’ the word ‘ gav’ alone can never form the subject 
4 18 proposition; as for the- dévagavah’ ‘cows of the gods,’ thene aro 5$ 


10 Possible as the walking upon one’s bach; and as for explaining ple 
W or other the possibility of such cows of the gods, it is as or 8395 

Wange act of their walking on their backs; hence as the ee deine on 

ntioned in the beginning of the sentence points to the ee nech 
acks ’ ag being the subject of the proposition, the fact predicated o 


“ walkin 8 is construction 
ug must be the ‘ denotati , and this 
“of th ethe denotation of the word go of the gods’ the 


© sentence rejects that which makes ‘the cows 


ly find certain words— 
‘ Agnirerttrant janghanat —having a 
different from that in ordinary Par- 
‘the cows of the gods walk on es 


— the cake that $ 
me way as the passage—‘the O° a 
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“subject, and ‘ walking on the backs’ the predicate, which would be the ja 
“ lationship as expressed by such a sentence in ordinary parlance]. And 8 
“ Vedic words being different (from those in ordinary usage), the meaning o 
“ no Vedic words could be ascertained by the help of other words pa 
“and following it [i.e., if only a few of tho Vedic words were differen 
“from those in ordinary usage, then the meaning of these latter being med 
“ known, these could help us to ascertain the meauing of the Vedic words 
“ occurring among them; and thus the meaning of Vedic words baie 
“ascertninable by means of the Veda itself, even if they were totally 
“different from the words in ordinary usage, we could have an oppor- 
“ tunity for considering whether these words denote the Class or the Indi- 
“vidual. But as a matter of fact all Vedic words are different from those 
in ordinary usage; and hence it is not possible. ] 
“Thus then, inasmuch as we find that the words of the Veda differ 
“ from those of ordinary parlance, on the point of—(1) the former being 
„capable of being studied in a certain definite method specially laid down, 
© and the latter having no such method specified for it, and (2) the former 
“ having its words and sentences irrevocably fixed, while the latter are ever 
“ changeable, and (3) and the names and forms of the one being entirely 
„different from those of the other,— we conclude that all the words used in 


“the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, are entirely different from 
“ those in ordinary parlance,” 


On this, we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA (A). 

We cannot but admit the two cla 
otherwise, there could be no TInjunct 
And if it be urged that “ 
accomplishment of this would not matter m 
prove its impossibility on the ground of 
say, if there bea difference, the Words in th 
to an ordinary person; and as such 
meaningless to him; and there w 
Injunctions as tend to 


sses of words to be identic 
ion of the performance of 
such Injunction being a result in itsel 


al; because 
any action. 


4 f, any non- 
uch,“ — we reply, that we shall 
non- differentiation.“ That is to 


Pressed 


F e object 
is the more important factor of the two; or the word ‘artha’ may be 1 si 


in the sense of thing; and this would apply to the word as wel] as to the 
object spoken of. That is to say, though the identity meant to be expressed 
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is both of the words and the objects spoken of, yet the sifra men- 
tions the word ‘artha’ alone; because this would naturally imply that 
of the word’ also; or the word ‘ urtha’ may be taken as signifying 
‘things’ in general; aud this would include both the words and the ob- 
jects spoken of. 
With a view to the fact that the arguments expressed in the clause 
‘ prayoyacodanabhavat’—in whichever of the two ways it mny be explained 
— would serve our purpose only when we would be having a discnssion 
With an opponent who also believes in the Veda, and it would fail when 
addressed to others ;—the Bhashya raises the question— “ The Injunction 
of performance spoken of is one of the uses of words; and it is a proof 
that you have to give.” 
And to this we offer the following reply: Because of non-differentia- 
That is to say, in proof of the said identity, we have the following 
non-differentiations :—(1) The word ‘go’ found in the Veda is recognised 
as non-different. from that met with in ordinary usage; (2) the abject oz- 
pressed by the word ‘go’ as used in the Veda is found to be non-different 
from that expressed by it in ordinary * (3) all the difference that 


tion. 


we do perceive is only in regard to senténces, and none with regard to 
words and letters; (4) the pronunciatio and the degrees of effort em- 
ployed in the utterance of Vedic words are perceived to be non-different 
from those in that of words in ordinary parlance; and (5) the rules laid 
down by grammarians are not found to be different in the case of Vedic 
words and in that of the words in ordinary usage. i 

That is to say, inasmuch as we actually recognise the words used in 
the Veda to be the same as those used in ordinary parlance, we cannot 
but accept them to be identical. And it follows from this that the objects 
spoken of also being expressed by the same words must be accepted to be 
the same in both cases. 

And though in certain Vedic passages—as in the passage ‘ the cows of 
the gods walk on their backs —a well-recognised word is found to point j 
something altogether strange (i. e., walt ing on the back, which we do nos 17 
ceive in the ordinary cow); yet even in this ense, there being epee a 
on in taking the word ‘cow’ to mean the same thing that : . — 
plated ü rl ess Word expressing the strange thing soe dhania: 

s simply showing a difference in the quality of the objec 


a i : 8 itself) as for 
(But this does not necessitate any difference in the object 1 and a 


instance, a cow that is abnormally dwarf is still known as the name of 
man with a flat nose, or with his ears covered, is not denied © being the 

au.’ Exactly in the same manner, the denotation of one ii described 
me in both cases, if there be a difference in the ig et astho word 
is cannot make any difference in the object itself ; specially u 


BA 
th 


-b). 
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Š could be 
(‘cow’) does not denote any individual cow (whose character 


0 vs that 
affected by qualifications). And again (for the same reason) the cov 


: d baving 
are spoken of in the above passage as belonging to the gods (an H 


the pecaliarity of walkj 
by the word ‘cow’ th 
Vedic passages laying 
‘cow’ in the sense of 

In the same ma 


t 
ng on their backs) need not always be 1 ne 
ronghont the Veda; specially aN pes the word 
down the gifts of cows at sacrifices, using 
the : w of the world. š 

ela the trees on the Mēru anne k s 
7 r 
residence of the gods) have their leaves of gold, yet 3 ee than 
cannot be said to signify, in the region of the gods, anything o otha 
the ordinary tree. So too, though what is butter for us be honey : h 5 
gods, yet the meaning of the words do not become different, specially 


what we know ns butter? is what is transformed, by certain modifications 
of taste aud potencies, 


into the ‘honey’ of the gods. And as a matter del 
all Vedic words being equally strange to the ordinary man (according to 
theory of the Purvepaksha), 
be comprehended ; and as su 
itself ancomprehended, it 
passage as being (on acco 
‘ordinary cow, 


ch the expression ‘ walking on the back’ being 
could not point to the ‘cow’ spoken of iu the 
ant of such walking) something other than the 

For these Teagons, we conclude that the ‘cows’ spoken of ag belong. 
ing to the gods and ‘walking on their backs’ must be the same that are 
known as such in the Ordinary world, thongh belonging to the gods. Or 
the passage m P 


refer to the fact that it is the ordinary cows of the Barth 
that are referred to in the passa acks 


i ge, as appearing to walk on their b 
ae to the revolutions of the Earth together with all the three worlds, 
n described in the Puranas, That is to say, just as we see the gods above 
N ae Biles m the courge of revolution the Earth reaches a point 
© 0 i : 
them; and hence it is ° Bods, they see the things on the Earth as above 


l ; 
Earth should appear . that to them the cows walking on the 
i Hence we 


king on their backs, 
fests denoted b ee that the words used in the Veda, as also the ob- 
a on Same as those in ordinary parlance. 
We now proveca to Consider the question— 


(B). 
Does a word denote the Class or the Individual p 
And on this point, thoy 


h the Bhashya puts forth only two alter- 
natives, yet the commentators t 


a ©reupon could spin out innumerable alter- 
natives ; throug h individual Testriction, alternation, acceptance of both 


separately, as well as together, the acceptance of their relationship, or 


m, are the 


not a single word of the said passage could 
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collection, or that of the one qualified by the other. These alternatives 
again could be spun out into many others by mutual intermixture; 
as also by being blended with notions of gender, case, number, &., 
taken singly or all together; and thereby the alternatives become innu- 
merable. i 
For instance, at first we have the following eight alternatives as to the 
denotation of a word: Does it signify—(1) the Class only, or (2) the 
Individual only, or (3) either the Individual or the Class optionally, 
(4) both the Class and the Individual, or (5) the relationship of both, or 
(6) the two taken together, or (7) the Individual as qualified by the Class, 
or (8) the Clasa as specified by the Individual. Then again, does it signify 
the Relationship qualified by the Class alone, or by the Individual alone, 
or by the Individual or the Class optionally, or by both taken together, or by 
the Individual as specified by the Class, or by the Class as specified by the 
Individual, or by these as specified by one another, or by both p Again, 
does the word signify the collection of both ag qualified by the Class 
alone, &c., Go., as before f So also, does it signify the Relationship as 
qualified by the Class alone, &c., &o., &0O. P Again, does the word signify 
the Class as qualified by the relationship, or by the collection, or by 
both the relationship and the collection optionally or by these a taken 
together ? So also is it the Class alone or the Individual sions ag qualified 
by these, either ove by one, or by both taken together ; or the Individuat 
and the Class, one by one, or both together? Or is it the Individual 
as qualified by the Relationship as specified by the Class; or is it the 
Class as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual, or 
these one by one, or both taken together? So also in the case of the Col- 
lection of these two. So again, is it the Class alone as qualified by the 
Individual specified by the Relationship, or ig it the Individual as quali- 
fied by the Class specified by the Class? Or, is it the Individual and the 
Class one by one, or taken together ? And we will h 
natives with regard to the Collation of the two 
vidual as qualified by the Relationship specified 1, 
as qualified by the Relationship specified by 
taken either separately or together? So als 1 ationship 
Specified by the Collation of these two, 3 5 dual as 
qualified by the Class specified by the Relationshi; : 15 is as qualified 
by the Individual specified by the Rela tionship; 8 a A 15 th. So also we 
Could have other alternatives by taking the i 81 re ge by their 
Nation. In the same manner, does the word simn; or the Gor- 
der gnify the Class < h of 
er, the Class or the Case, the Class or the Number P And with 620" 
these alternatives, we could have all those that hav 55 nunoiated above à 
60 a N mbinati e been : Number. 
also with the various co ations of the Gender, Case and 
42 ` 


ave the same alter- 
Again, is it the Indi- 
ed by the Class, or the Class 
the Individual; or these two 


i ) 
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Then again, we could have many alternatives as to the denotation of the 
1e ’ 
word lying in the form of the word or 


in that of the Class, &c.; and thus 
; ave all the aforesaid alternatives. , 
pie all these alternatives have not been pointed 1 
Bhashya, yet they are all as perceptible to the intellect, as the i a 
tions of Class, Substance and Property. In all cases a slight differ oper 3 
always perceptible by means of the sense-organs and the sae a 111 
mark (Inferential) of each of these; and Verbal testimony too poin “ 
tho slightest differences among various objects. Thus then, beginning ms 
the word, the Coguition that proceeds in a man has its flowers in the de- 
notations of wor 


ds, and fruits in the meanings of sentences, 
Among all these alternatives, 


that of the Class bein 

denotution is on one side, and all the others are on the 
latter being based upon the theory 
denoted by the word. And hence, w 
vidual is not denoted by the word, 
jected by it; and it is for this r 

these, apart from the 
not show th 


g the object of 


other,—all these 
of the Individual being th 


hen it has been Proved that 
all the other alternatives b 


eason that the Bhashya h 
alistio theory. 


1e object 
the Indi- 
e come re- 
as not spoken of 
But this non-mention doeg 
or that they are absolutely 
: ined in all their details, they serve the Purpose 
© intellect of 2 we have 
to the two 
which of them 


And hence, thougl 
tis with reference 
ed to consider 
mplied. 


ter natives 
—Class and Individual—onty 
is directly denoted and whic 
And in order to justify the very introduction of the 
Bhashya Proceeds to pub a question and then 
Class and the Individual) really are 
Objection; * The Äkrti that 
been dealt With in th 


in detail, yet i 
that we proce 
h is indirectly i 


fy 


you proceed to consider now hag already 
o 0 urkapada (See Cloku-vartika, 

what then is the use of 1 
thing P?” 


any question and answer 
Reply: True it is th 
cognisablo by Sense- porce 
meant by LA is, 


Trans, PP. 281-95) 


with regard to the 


same 
at we have as being 
tion, i 10 
Į an that what ig 
pe or for i 
claring it to be 
Properties and .letions, 

Tho classes of these substances too aro r 
ono being included in 


another 


ng 18 the cr nd 80 0 f tension 
n. As or i 

hi H his hest th t nst 

the ordet of lesser l think of ; al d in thi 9 Clasg 


the classes, ‘ Substance,’ Air, 


i Fire, 
ance’ again, we have in the same order, 
Earth ‘dar,’ ce, ending With the individual java. Under the class T 
4i ~ 


ree,’ 
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we have the classes Cingapa’ and the rest; under Body,’ we have ‘ Cow,’ 
‘ Horse,’ ‘ Elephant,’ ‘Man,’ &c. ; and then the classes Karka, &c., are ex- 
pressive of the properties of horses; as under ‘Elephant,’ we have the 
various species Bhadra, ‘ Madra,’ & . Under ‘Man,’ we have ‘ Bréah- 
mana,’ ‘Kaundinya,’ ‘ Katha,’ G. And just under the class Substance’ 
we have the above, so too under ‘ Property’ and ‘ Action,’ we have 
‘White, &., and the individual actions of Sacrifice,“ Homa,’ and such 
other endless actions as are differentiated by means of various verbal roots, as 
also by distinct Injunctions, Numbers;ind Names and Properties, &c.,—as 
is held by other teachers of the Science. Or, all actions may be included 
in the one class of ‘ Action,’ the only difference consisting in the distinc- 
tions of place, time, &c., as bas beon taught by Jaimiui himself under 
the siitra-Ripagabdavibhagat. 

Thus then, it is proved that Akrti ia Commonality, and not the shape 
of things; specially as, if it meant the latter, how could it ever belong 
to such immaterial objects as the Self and the like? That is to say, such 
material objects as the jar and the like, may be found to have certain 
shapes, but in the cnse of such objects as Light, Water, Air and Akaga, all 
the shape that is perceived is that which belongs to the Earthy element in 
them, and not to them by themselves. While in the case of such purely 
immaterial objects as the Self, Space, Time and Mind, as also in that of 
‘ Action’ and Property, there can never be avy shape at all, Whereas 
Commonality or Class is found to apply to all things in the world. Herce 
we conclude that what is meant by the word Akrti' in the present Adhi- 
karann, is ‘ Class,’ and not any material form or shape. Specially as the 
material shape of objects is destructible and varies in each individui. no 
such shape could ever be said to constitute the Common lity of objects. 
Even if the class ‘shape ' itself be said to be mennt by Arti, then such 
a class being equally applicable to the cow and the horse, &c., there would 
be a hopeless overlapping of classes. Because in that case there would 
be no such gub-class of shape as would form the denotation of the word ‘cow’ 
and pervade over all individual cows, excluding all other animals, like the 
horse, &c.; aud when looking for such a differentiating factor, we cannot 
find any other except the Class ; and thus it becomes established that ‘Class’ 
is the only commonality: of objects. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the instances of ‘Akrti, cited in the Tarkaplida, 
being the various ornaments ‘ svastika’ and the like, it would acem that it 
was the material shape of objects that was meant, as held by the followers 
of Gautama ; and it is with a view to remove this misconception that the 
Bhashya has explained the real meaning by means of questions 1 
wers. Therefore we conclude that prior to tlie perception of Beane 
Substances, Properties and Actions, what is perceived of them, is all that 
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is meant by the word ‘ Akrti’; this is indicated by the word mdira iu 
ashya. 
* pan as Bhashya : Asddhdranavigésha vyaktih. And some people ex- 
plain this as defiuing the Individual to be the specific (astdha@ranah) pecu- 
liavities (vig2shah). 
Bat this is not correct; because the Individual is something entirely 
different from the peculiarities. Beoause what are held to be önoh ‘ pecu- 
Harities are the ‘khanda’ (presence of defective limbs) munda (absence 
of horns) and the like ; but these are found to exist in various individuals of 
the same class, and in those of other classes; and so also are the pecaliar- 
ities of the ‘ grey colour’ and the like, which are found to apply to the 
progeny of a cow of the said colour. That is to say, the properties of the 
Khanda, &c., are found to exist in many individuals, of the same as well as 
different classes; e.g., there are such cows, buffaloes and gavayas, &.; and 
similarly too, one animal may be just as grey as the other; and the name 
gavalsya would also apply to the progeny of the Cuvala (grey) cow; 
and thus the name (dvuléya,’ whether it be based upon the presence of 
a particular colour, or a mere conventional name, is applicable to many 
individuals; and hence ‘grey’ (colour) cannot rightly be said to be a 
specific (astdhdrana) peculiarity (though as a matter of fact we always re- 
sognise the grey cow as an individual; and hence the peculiarities cannot 
be said to be the Individuals), And secondly, in this explanation of the 
Bhashya passage, the plural number in ‘ Vigesha would not be quite 
compatible with the singular in Vyaktih.’ 


For these reasons we must explain the Bhashya passage ag defining 
the Individual to be that which possesses certain specific peculiarities of char- 
acter. 


Against this explanation of the compound as Bahuvrihi it may be 


urged that, “as shown above the peculiarities khanda, &., are found to b 
common to many individuals, and x 


as for any such peculi riti 
belong to particular individuals onl e a 88 
But to this, we make the following ; s 


are always 
even when } 
ts as well. 
m found to 
52 A und only în 
a certain individual; and such an Individual may be said to be Specifically 
characterised by these peculiarities (collectively). And as a m 


. x atter of fact 
we find that certain properties that have been perceived in ac 


. : certain object 
re never found to exist, exactly in the same proportions, in any other 
& 
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object; and the particular combination of properties that, never having 
been perceived elsewhere, is perceived in any object, comes to be recog- 
nised as its specific peculiarity. And thus, though there be an endless 
number of individuals, yet that does not make it necessary to assume an 
endless number of specific characteristics, Thus then, the necesrary specify- 
ing peculiarity always being found, by only slight modifications, among a 
definite number of properties, all lesser (less extensive) classes also come 
to be recognised as individuals under the higher (more extensive) eues. 
And it is only the particular combinations of properties that come to be 
known by the name of ‘ Visçēha ’ (Specific Peculiarity). 

The difference between the Individual and the Specific Peculiarities 
will be distinctly pointed out by the Bhashya itself later on, in the 
passage: That which is the object of the commonality, and the receptacle 
of specific peculiarities is the Individual.’ 

With regard to the denotation of words, 
author of the Vakyapadiya, and other grammatical writers) hold the 
following view: The class ‘cow’ itself is the specific peculiarity (of the 
“individual cow); and as it is not possible for such a specific property 
“ to be expressed by a word whose denotation is always generic, what is 
“really expressed by the word (‘cow ') is the summmum genus, known as 
“‘Being’ or Thing or Entity,’ as Specified by the form of the word 
“ (‘cow’) and the specific peculiarity of ‘cowness’; that is to say, it is 
„the being of the cow’ that is expressed by the word ‘cow’ ; specially as 
“the true explanation of what is really signified by words is that all 
“words denote their ‘ being’; and in this all of them resemble the words 
“SAparva' ‘ Dévaté’ and Svarga’ (which denote only the being or erts- 
“tence of such supposed objects, which have no objective reality).” 

But this view is not correct; ag it makes no difference among 
the various classes themselves; and wo can never admit that the word 
‘cow’ denotes any such ‘being’ in general. The expressive potency of & 
word is always perceived, through Apparent Inconsistency, to be restriot- 
ed to a certain definite object. And even such words as ‘Substance, 
Property, and Action, which are expressive of olasses immediately 
under the summum genus of Being,’ will be found to have their denota- 
tions hopelessly mixed up, if they be all accepted as denoting the class 
‘Being’ only; what then, would be the case with the words that are 
expressive of other minor classes p a 

And again, those who hold all words to signify Being, N 
define whether they denote pure Being by itself, or as aualifed by 
thing else ; because none of these two alternatives is admissible. all the 

For if it be pure Being’ that is denoted by the word, equa ‘is? 
Words in the world would be synonymous; and any use of the ve 


some people (notably the 


= — f ) n 
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5 ‘ ‘ 
would be an inadmissible repetition ; and any such assertion m 1 8 1 
not’ would be a hopeless self-contradietion; as it is abso = A Ups dl 
sible ever to cognise that Being is not.“ Even ct deissa because 
times and places, the existence of ‘ Being’ can 1 * ti 185 paa in all 
being eternal and all-pervading, it must exist at all tim 
1 does ordinary usage warrant the assertion that — cee 
all words is conventionally fixed in ‘Being’ alone. And pma ea ee 
it is not right to assert that ‘Being’ is the FA y 
monality of such things as ‘ Substance’ and the li re: vA A Gaa 
The word ‘saitā’ (Being) is formed from — 1 i 
twice modified by means of two ee EE ia i Bend te o 
sat, and (2) the ee 41 Fade ek Welt existence, beginning from 
5 > Tee all the various modifications th 


undergo, to the point of time immediatel 
> 
And hence if this sıimmum genus of Be 


words}, then it would have been more reasonable for the Vakyapadiya to 

assert ‘things’ to be the denotation of all things, than ‘existence or 

being? Nor have the words ‘sat’ and ‘satta’ any other meaning than 

that which is signified by their root (to be); and hence they bein 

like the word ‘ bhavag? (the Present participle form of the root“ bhi’ to. be), 

the word ‘ satta’ must mean ‘ sadbhdva,’ existence ; and it cannot be gratui. 
» According to t 


tously assumed he Vaicéshikas, to signify a Class consistin 
of the idea that we have of Property and 


at they 
y preceding their destruction. 
ing’ were the denotation (ok all 


& exactly 


the existence of Substance, 
Action, 

Thus then, it has been shown that the word ‘ satta’ 
the indeclinable form“ astt,’ which ig synonymous with ‘ thi 
in character to the word bhavat.’ The word (‘asti ), 
we have the forms“ 


: astitva’ and ‘astita’ (Being), 
‘thing ;’ and it has all the 


f appearance of a verb; tho 
a verb; because if it were a ver 


is formed out of 
ng, and similar 
from out of which 
is that which denotes 


ugh in reality it ig not 
b, it could not be a noun ; and as such no 
such nominal affixes as ‘tya’ op « tva’ 


could ever be applied to it. 
And it is because it is not a verb that we have such.. compounds 
as ‘astikshīrā’ in which the word ‘asti? (an Indeclinable) means ‘ 
ing.“ The expression ‘ astikshira gauh’ cannot be said to cont 
verbal compound; and hence we must accept the compound as Bahu 
consisting of an Indeclinable (asti) which is capable of taking d 
tional terminations, and the noun 


‘kshira,’ the meaning being 
(cow) which has (plenty of) milk’: thus alone can the expression 


ain A 
vrīhi, 
eclen. 
‘that 

give 
any sense. 


It is for this reagon that having found (in the said compound, f.i.) 
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the word ‘ asti’ used in the sense of ‘ thing,’ and also finding the word 
‘sat’ to be closely connected with it, and then applying to it the reflexive 
afix ‘tal,’ as in the word ‘devata’ (deva and zal), —but disregarding 
all notion of the nominative of the-verb ‘to be, the Logicians come to 
accept the word ‘sat’ and ‘sattā’ to signify merely what is denoted by 
the root to be’; and it is from this that they come to the conclusion 
that the word ‘sat’ signifies the summum genus Being“ (satta.) But 
inasmuch as this view is not authorised by the scriptures, it has been 
rejected by all Grammarians and Mimansakas; even though it has come 
to be so commonly believed in as to make the aforesaid ‘ Being’ appear to 
be denotable by even such words as cow’ and the like. 

As a matter of fact, however, though the genus ‘ thing’ is indicated 
by all words, yet it cannot be said to form part of its denotation ; as for 
Being, however, it points to an entirely different property; and as such 
how can it ever be accepted as forming the denotation of all words? In 
the case of the word ‘thing,’ though the genus that it signifies inheres 
in an altogether different class and individual, yet it is indirectly indicated 
by such objects as the cow and the like. 

The denotation (by all words) of pure Being by itself having thus been 
found to be inadmissible, it becomes all the more unreasonable to assert 
the denotation of the word ‘cow’ to consist in the genus ‘ Being’ as 
qualified by the cow (i.e., the being of the cow). That is to say, this theory 
would be open to all the objections that we shall urge against the theory 
of the denotation of words consisting of the Individual as qualified by the 
Class, or of the Class as specified by the Individual. Specially as the 
qualifying factor would always be cognised beforehand. - 

That is to say, if the word ‘ cow’ be held to express the being of the cow, 
then, we ask—does the word signify ‘ Being’ as qualified (1) by the class 
‘Cow,’ or (2) by the individual cows? (1) If the former, then, as 
in that case, the real denotation of the word ‘Cow,’ (as also ‘ Being’) 
having been accomplished in the qualifying adjunct (Class cow ’) itself 
(which is always cognised beforehand), what would be ihe use of the 
denotation of ‘Being’ after that? That is to say, without a previous 
expression of the qualifying adjunct, it is always impossible to have any 
notion of the qualified; and then, the qualifying adjunct being closely 
related to the qualified, the previous cognition of the qualifying adjunct 
(the class ‘Cow’) could not but kave ende the genus ‘ Being’ also 
and as such we would not have any Apparent Inconsistency (of me iden 
of ‘Being’ entering into the conception of the class ‘Cow ) 215 
could justify us in assuming this (notion of ‘ Being’) to form part 5 5 
direct denotation of the word Cow.“ (2) If, however, herori T pr 
be held to denote the genus“ Being’ as qualified by the individual COWS, 


(Lob). 
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jecti be the 
this too would be open to the same objections ; 1980 5 ita oe 
farther objection of such a theory necessitating the 585 : Fale 8 
denotation of endless Beings as preceded by that o a h 5 ro 
number of Individual cows by an endless number of pag : 3 
an endless potentiality of words bearing certain transitory 5 
the said endless Individuals, &); and a aan Pps ns e 
i es the Ln 8 
pare a . 5 from the „ 
that— the case of these words is said to be similar to 5 5 
‘ Apūrva’ . Dévata’ and Srarga. “ To this we make the fo g 


tency 
Some 


duals, 
either through the Apparent Inconsist 


through supplementary explanations, or 
through this specific denotation of thei 
necessary concomitant of 
be accepted as formin 


; and 
rs, they also indicate, as the 
the genus ‘ Being’; which, thus, cannot 

their direct denotation. Hence we 
conclude that, inasmuch ag no object can avoid being concomitant with 
‘ Being,’ the idea o this latter is due to an indirect indication by these 
words, : 

We actually find the words 
apart from the genns ‘Being’; 
potentiality of the Action ; 
analloyed pleasure. 
cognised, through Ap 
zof their own; and h 


these, 
g part of 


‘Apiirva,’ &o., having a meaning distinctly 


7 * Apirva A. certain 
ders; and Svarga = 


of t Aptirea,’ 80 called because it h 
of the sacrifice, from which it fol 
potency in its very literal sense, 
that shine, in the shape of the Su 
are eulogised by all Mantras as con 
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who proceed to heaven, attain the regions of the star,” and “they conquer 
thuse bright regions of the pious.” As it may be taken to mean the 
summit of Monnt Meru, as described in Puranas and Itibäsas. Or again, 
it may be taken as signifying pure pleasure, duly differentiated by 
meaus of negative and affirmative concomitances, which is experienced 
during a thousand years, nnd which is capable of being experienced in 
some other region, as is distinctly proved by the Apparent Inconsistency 
of the fact of such pleasure being free from all taint of such sources 
of pain, as hunger, thirat and the like; (all the pleasure in this world 
being always found to bo mixed with more or less of pain). Though any 
such pleasure has never been experienced in this world, yet we can form 
an idea of it by abstracting it from the mixed experieuces that we have; 
and thus the word Svurga’ directly denoting such pleasure, can only 
indirectly indicate the genus Being’ which canuot be udwitted to form 
part of its direct denotation. s 
Thus then, we find the denotations of the words ‘ Apitrea,' &c., to 

be exactly similar to those of the words ‘cow’ and the like; and it is ouly 
when such denotations have been directly pointed out by the words, that 
they are capable of indirectly indicating the genus ‘ Being.’ And hence we 
ot admit the word * Cow’ to denote the being’ of the cow. 
Then, all the doubt that there is is with regard to the question of the 
denotation of the word consisting in the Olass or in the Individual; and 
the present discussi^:: is with regard to this question. 
The Bhäshja suys—“ Wherefore should there be any doubt?“ This 
is an objection to the discussion, emanating from one who, finding all 

zuess referring to the individual objects, holds the denotation of the 
chai to cousist in the Individual. 
Te; But to this objection we reply that from seeing all business referring 
to the individuals, we ee 5 e denotatiou of the word to be in the In- 
dividual ; and yet a t ot oh ton of the trae expressiveness of the word, 
the denotation 18 not can e apart from the Class; and hence there 
being ® disagreement n the conclusions with regard to the true 
denotation of aus is a ees one by the denotability of the object 
and b the con retary business, it certainly becomes a matter 

consideration, as to which of these bwo Hon eln sich tn The ere 

this question, wa h sions is the correct one. 

And on 7 We have the following :— 


cann 


for 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“ Inasmuch as we could haye no Injunctions of Actions (if words 
“ gignified Classes), it is the Individual alone that can be denoted by a 
“word. Both the Individual and the Class cannot be said to be denoted by 
“it; because we have already shown above that a word can reasonably 
3 43 : 
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. iS- 

“have only one signification; and also because the an is E E A 
i ivi i ll words that arə Ini 

“ed along with the Individual. Since a wa 
„with . to a certain purpose have the sole end ~ ee 
certain meanings, therefore their true denotation must a a nee 
“certained in accordance with what they are actually foun 0 rigni y : 
“and hence the meanings of all words should be ascertained in such 


“way a to render them capable of forming fit auxiliaries to the aae 
“ings of\the sentences in which they occur (and in sentences wor 
“cannot 


bat denote individual objects). Thus then, if the word Vrihi’ 


“signified th lass (in the sentence ‘washes the Vrihi’), what would be 
“the object w 


hed? (for certainly no washing of the Class would be Yil 
possible). And in the sentence ‘Soména yajeta,’ if the word ‘soma’ | 
“denoted the Class, what would be the material offered at the sacrifice ? 
“For 


certainly no offering of the Cl 
“the Class being incorporeal and 
“ ‘threshing’ of it; aud ag such, a 
“*threshing’ would not be Possible, 
“ That is to say, we moet with snch sentences ag— 
‘aol pee ee "osses the soma-jnice,’ « 
(these, the Abia Snerifices with somay animals, 
“falf ’ jects that are spoken of as being 
ulfilment of Certain Purposes, 
: + Consequently 
d i words ‘corn’ 


ass is ever possible. 
eternal, there could r 
ny Injunction or Prohi 


And further, 
never be any 
bition of such 


‘threshes the corn,’ 
purifies the soma,’ ‘one 
corns, &c., &c.’; and in all 


purified or employed for the 
cannot but be those thaf are Perishable 
we could have no su s of 


sses; 


“also depend upon a previons one 


of tl , ilit. 
“ actions (as are now prohibited), iti 8 perro ih 
“individual Brähman 


“absolutely useless. 


“words as would make it possible for us to have the In; 
„Actions; and we can never admit of an 


“ dental results, 


“It may be argued that in the case of Injunctions that refer to 
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“Individuals we could accept the words to denote Individuals; while in 
“those referring to Classes, these could be accepted to be denoted by the 
Fords. But this would not be quite right; because we have already proved 
“by arguments that a word can have only one meaning; otherwise (if many 
“ significations of words were accepted) such n process would necessitate 
“the most unreasonable assumptions of indefinite relationships, endless, 
“invisible, expressive potencies, and would be open to all the eight objec- 
“tions that have been shown to appertain to all options; and moreover 
“such assumptions would be absolutely uncalled for; as a comprehension 
“ofthe word could be accomplished by means of any one of the various 
“assumed significations. 

“It may be asked—how then have we an idea of the Class? To this, 
“the sutra replies: Because of non-disjunction. That is to say, inas- 
„much as the Class is always cognised along with the Individual, when- 
“ever the Individual happens to be denoted by a word, it indicates (its 
“ concomitant) the Class also. It is with a view to this that it is said in the 
“ Vadbhatadhikarana: (I—i—34) that when a certain meaning of a word 
“has been accepted, it is not possible to reject it; and hence any other 
“meaning that it may be found to bave must be held to be indirectly 
“indicated by it. 

“Tf it were a Class that was denoted by the word, it would belong 
“equally to all the Individuals included therein, and it could never be 
“rightly ascertained, which one of these was actually meant in any particu- 
“lar instance; whereas when it is an Individual that is denoted by the word 
“it can point to one Class only (of which it is a unit) ; and as such, in 
" this case the notion of the Class would be obtained by means of the in- 
“direct indication of the same word that directly denotes the Individual 
“ (whereas in the former case we would have to postulate a certain unheard 
“of faculty in the word by which it could bring abont the notion of the 
“Individual, while directly denoting the Class), For these reasons, we 
“conclude that it is the Individual that constitutes the denotation of a 
“word. f 

u As for the other innumerable alternatives spoken of above, none of 
“ these can be rightly accepted, as we have notions of all these along with 
“that of the Individual (which alone can be accepted as denoted by the 
“ word). 


U 

Sutra (31): Also because words would not denote à substance f 

(if its denotation consisted of the Class, there would be no co-ordination 
With Adjectives). 

[ The sntra has been translated in accordance with 

of the Pärtika, which is at variance with that of the Bhashye.] 


the interpretation 
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the Sutra explained according to the Bhashya. 

“And further, because of the impossibility of there being any word 
“ expressive of the property (of substances), we must accept the Indivi- 
“dual to be denoted by the word; because there could be co-ordination 
“between the word signifying a Class and that which signifies a property. 
For instance, if the word ‘Cow’ denoted the Class Cow,’ in the case of 
“all such assertions as—‘the white cow’ ‘purchases the Soma with a 
“ one-year old reddish cow with yelluwish eyes,’ ‘siz cows should be given,’ 
“tone should offer the gift of a single cow,’ and the like—the Nouns 
* denoting Classes, and the adjectives denoting particular Properties, 
“there could be no co-ordination between the two; że., the adjective 
“< white, ‘ reddish,’ &c., could not qualify the class ‘cow,’ Nor is there 
any relationship possible between these, which would justify our using 

such expressions as che white of the cow’; and hence it is all th 
“ impossible for them to be regarded as co- es more 


„ substratum). For certainly, it is not the Mass 
“or red, or six in number; i 


“cognised as havin t 
“ Individual to oe 


ve 


` always re- 
e properties: and 

he ex oS denoted by the word. Pag aa ee 
le explanation wage 
Vürtika itself is as follong me slira in accordance with the view of the 
According to 5 , 

“co-ordination wie the word denoting the Individual, there would be 
there being no dence While according to the Class. : 
there would be as any individual substances by the 


certain Property 
“bea co-ordination if j 

our yj ; 
“ referred to by the werd Pra, 8 the case is accepted. And What is 


“dual cow as Qualified b 
no th i 
“ probability of the denotati 9 
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“have rejected this interpretation, because it ia too far-fetched, and 
“necessitates our having recourse to the secondary eigmibeation (of the 
“word ‘dravya’) pointed out by something (the expression does not 
“exist, which is supplied from without aud is) not contained in the com- 
* pound itself. 5 , 
“But tho interpretation of the Bhashya conld be justified in a 
“way by construing its words in the following manner :—The word that 
“signifies that (the Property) which inheres, in the substance, is what is 
spoken of as t Adravyagabda,’ a word signifying something apart from 
“the substance ; and inasmuch as the Class is without any properties, 
“such a word cun never be rightly used in any sentence, along with the 
“word signifying a substance (which according to the Class-theory, can 
“be nothing else but the Class); that is to say, there can be no such 
“sentence as—‘the Class cow is white.’ But even this far-fetched ex- 
4 blanntion is open to the objection of the impossibility of co-extensive- 
“ness, which in this case, is found to pertain to the Individual- theory 


“also; and hence this interpretation being found faulty, we must accept 
“the one we have explained above,” 


be Vartika omits sūtra 32; and takes up the Bhashya on sutra 33], 
with which begins the 


S(IDDHANTA. 


Sutra (33): It is the Class (that is signified by the word); 
because it serves the Purpose of Actions, 


(In explaining this sutra, the Bhashya says—if the word ‘Cyéna' 
signified the Olass, we could not have the sentence ‘one should make the altar 


like the Cyéna bird. And the Vartiku takes exception to this]. 

The sūtra does not show that the passage 
Olass * Cyéna’ that is built with the bricks ; 
be admissible; becanse {the Class by itself b 
be built only with reference to the individy 
in certain cases as in those of- Self, &c. 
existent, and as such not requiring any b 
9 * substances, though they are brought abont in ac- 

ance with the character of their originative causes, yet they are 
always found to be inhering in their respective Classen; and hence] it 
18 highly improbable for the Class Nysna to be built up with the bricks, 
Which arg incapable of making up eveu the individual Cyenas, which are 
actually found to be made up of certain veins, arteries, tendons and 
muscles, £c. And hence, whichever of the two dierte be accepted, 88 
meaning of the snid Injunction must be accepted to be, that the altar t je 
18 made should have the shape of the Çyöua bird, just as a lump 


quoted means that it is the 
nor could such an assertion 
eing eternal, could be said to 
als contained in it; but even 
» individuals are found to be ever 
uilding; and even in the case of 


= * 
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i ly in 
is made into the shape of a lion. And tbis ＋ be done on $ 
flour-paste 18 3 t i : y 
accordance with the shape t at be ongs to the whole class Cyéna n 


i — with 
distinction to those borne by other classes of es not 5 
a. or specific character of any individual SEA ir a are 
“ indivi i e class. nda 
i dividual bird of the sam 
istinction to that of another in —— a. 
5 of the mere individual (i. e., mere re, 70 paari 
it is a purely abstract property, and being antia K aina a 1 
i it would 
i ither the genus or the species, 1 mo: 
7 ads 1 a and 1 ** it cannot be accepted as constituting the 
3 a . word. And if the similarity (of the altar) were made 
eae ss ie oe of a certain individual (Vyéna, then, in that CRAS; 
according to Id not be accepted as similar to the Cyena by another person, 
ae t reer seen that particular individual Cyena; and hence the 
who 1 . not have served its purpose for this latter person. Hants 
er Akas that the Building of the Cyéna-altar could never be properly 
Abo E if the word Cyéna’ were accepted as denoting an indiy 
Cyéna. o 
[The Bhāshya has raised an objection.— 
with the individual Cyéna birds as its material,” and the reply that is given 
is that] In the compound ‘ Cyénacita,’ the word ‘ Çyëna’ canach, bë 
taken as the principal instrument. That is to say, the compound ¢ 
grammaticaly explained as that which is built with the Cyéna A 
the sūtra ‘ Karmanyagnyākhyāyām (Panini III—ii—9 
sibility of the particular affix that is found in the 
certain conditions, the chief of which is that the should 
be in the Accusative; and hence the word ‘ Gyéna’ cannot Apa a 1 
e meaning of the Injunction being that ‘one should 


repare the Cyéna b ‘ 
it gre 1 8 absolutely umpossibbe for 
we take it to mean that the altar 
t of the Cyéna bird, 


. 3) (DI =p 3 
impossible for any words 10 no; ) (1) Inasmuch as it is absolutely 


idual 


“ But the altar could be built 


annot be 


because 
2) lays down the pos- 


compound only under 
Previous word 


of a 1 9 

thus being pointed out, even if the be cash dente c Palle of 

individuality, it could be that belonging to any of the * 
duals,— (3) as if the word denoted an Individuality 10 hed ivi- 
would result in an option with regard to the acceptance of sity ns 
Individual from among the innumerable Individuals concerned (the werd 
cannot be accepted to denote any specific individuality) and even thongh 
it is true that the denotation of the Individual would naturally lead to 
that of the Class, yet it being a well-recognised fact 


vie that it is only the 
generic character of the contained (ie. the individual cows) that noints.to 
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the container (the Class ‘cow’) the Class could be pointed out only by 
the individuals themselves, and not by any specific Individualities (which 
latter therefore cannot be admitted to form the denotations of words). 
And as for the theory of the denotation of the Individuals themselves, it 
is open to many objections ; for instance, (1) in that case no relationship 
(of the expresser and the expressed) could ever be expressed in words 
(because of the impossibility of laying down as many such descriptions 
as there are Individuais); (2) there would always be a vagueness in the 
use of the words (that is to say, the word ‘cow’ could not be accepted by 
any individual person to denote any other Cow than the one with reference 
to which he might have learnt the word); (3) there would never be any 
idea of cows in general; (4) and lastly, there would be the necessity of 
postulating a distinct expressive potentiality (for the word ‘cow’ with 
reference to each individual cow that may crop up), thereby necessitating 
the assumption of endless potentialities. And for these reasons, the 
exact denotation of a word being totally unascertainable, there would 
always be a doubt with regard to it; and that which is doubtful cannot 
be accepted as expressed by the word; and thus the word would become 
absolutely devoid of any object to be denoted. 

The same arguments serve to set aside the two theories—(1) that it is 
the Individual, as apart from the Class, that is denoted by the word, and 
(2) it is the Class, independently of the individuals, that is denoted by it. 
And as for the (3) theory of the denotation of the Class as specified by 
the Individuals, it cannot be accepted; because this would involve & 
previous cognition of the Individual; as without such previous concep- 
tion of the qualification, we can never have any idea of the qualified. 
And as for the denotation resting in (4) the Relationship of the Class and 
the Individual, or (5) in a mixture of the two,—there can be no conception 
of these (Relationship and Mixture) independently by themselves, 
specially as by themselves they are capable of being taken with regard 
to all the objects in the world (and not restricted to the Class and the 
Individual); and hence they must be accepted as qualifying the objects 
related and mixed; and thus these theories would necessitate the assump- 
tion of a triple potency in the word (I) one for the Individual, (2) one 
for the Class, and (3) one for the Relationship or the Mixture]; but even in 
this (1) the assumption of any ex pressive potency with regard to the Indi- 
vidual would be opeu to all the objections urged above against the Indivi- 
dual-theory, (2) As for the Admixture, there can be no such Admixture 
of the Claas with the Individual, because each of them has & distinct 
purpose to serve, and because one of them is subservient to the other: 
(3) And on account of the Class and the Individual not being two en- 
tirely distinct objects, between them, there: can be n0 relationship or 
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admizture ; as these are properties of two entirely distinct pi r 15 A 
the word be said to denote a particular Individual as Gust : n a; ee 
Class, because as, a matter of fact, no word is ever found ae a ae 
the idea of any definite Individual. Nor can the word be sai 2 1 
the mere Individual (in general); because as n matter of fact, w 5 
word is pronounced, that which it expresses is not, in the en m= 
cognised as anything apart from the Class. And for the ia er o 15 
the word ‘ Matra’ (mere) that you have added, signifies nothing m 10 
than generality (or commonality); and hence such an assertion too wou 
only point to the Class as being the object of denotation. 
All things in the world having various fore 1 an 
always ascertained in accordance with these torma ; me es 5 also we 
find the expressive potentiality of the word cow’ to be rise Upon the 
form of the Class ‘ cow,’ as is distinctly iudicated by both affirmative aaa 
negative concomitance. And as for the next higher but partially co- 
extensive Class ‘ animal,’ and the next lower Class ‘grey cow’ (ideas of 
which are found to appear concurrently with the class cow,“ when the 
word happens to be pronounced with reference to an individual cow), these 
ave indicated by the same Class ‘cow, through the facts of its being con 
tained in the former and itself containing the latter. 
And as for the objection that the Class („Corn for instance) heing in- 

corporeal, it could not be washed or threshed (as laid down in Vedic In- 
junctions),—the Class is not altogether distinct from the Individual ; and 


as such the said objections are not quite applicable. As a matter of fact, 
what is denoted by the word is the Cluss itself; while in the case of any 
Actions spoken of with reference to a iat is denoted is the Class 


U 

ny object, wi 

as impressed by (or contained in) the Individual + and hence the actions 
of washing, &., cannot be altogeth 


their potencies too are 


. ung nothing absolutely 
È > Matter 
an animal have been cut off aud its skin nad ay gnised 
? R Nise 
+ and hence the idea of . ain 
to be applicable to the generic character of the tok admitted 
cular individual concerned). 
It may be urged here that “ 
dividual, it would be transitory.” 


2 uch transient 
character, at least so far ag the factor of the par : 
cerned ; but inasmuch as, 


absolutely non-eternal, 
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and it is for this reason that it is spoken of as both eternal (in the pure 
forwof the Class) and non-eternal (as contained in a particular Indivi- 
dual). 

If the Class were something totally different from the Individual, it 
could never form the subject of any Injunction with regard to Dharma ; 
because the Class ‘ Animal’ being incorporeal could never form such a sub- 
ject. And as for the substance qualified by the Class ‘animal,’ inasmuch 
as this substance itself could not be cognised without the Class ‘substance’ 
(in which the class ‘ Animal’ also inheres), the substance must be accepted 
as indicated (by the Class ‘ Animal’), because both are found to inhere in 
a single substratum (the Class ‘Substance’), and also because the class 
‘Substance’ contains within itself the Class ‘Animal.’ But even then, 
the Class ‘substance’ also being incorporeal, the aforesaid objection 
continues to be effective. If again the Class ‘ Substance’ be taken to indi- 
cate its substratum, this would be mere substance in general (and certain- 
ly this could be of no use in any sacrifice). And as for any particular 
cases of the Class Animal,’ or of the Class ‘ Substance,’ these, being less 
extensive than the Classes themselves, could not be said to be indicated 
by them. And that which is not cognised can never be connected with 
an Injunction; and that with regard to which there are doubts cannot be 
held to be duly cognised. Nor is it proper to perform a Dharma with 
regard to something else, when its performance is found to be impossible 
with regard to that in connection with which it has been laid down; and 
hence the Dharma that would bo laid down in connection with the ‘ Class,“ 
cannot be rightly performed in eeunection with particular Individuals. 
And as for these particular Individuals also, when they would be express- 
ed in words, it could only be in the form of Classes; and as 5 235 the 
objections based upon the incorporeality of these would remain efiective. 
And as regards the specific Individualities of objects, it has been already 
shown that no business is carried on with reference to these. Hence we 
conclude that (if the Class be held to be something totally different from the 
Individuals), we could never make out the real subject of the Injunctions 
of Dharma (sacrifices). And even the ideas of co-extensiveness (that we 
have with regard to the cow and whiteness, in the sentence ‘ the Cow 18 
white’) will, in that case, have to be explained, as obtained jndirectly by 
means of Indication (of the Individual cow by the Class ‘Cow ' denoted by 
the word), while it is an nniversally recognised fact that an idea of such 
co-extensiveness is got at by direct denotation. F t 
* When d dann, however, in the passage—“ it is a solt-porceptitt sd © 
prah & word is uttered, an Individual is cogaised —has oken of 

erence (between the Individual and the Class), and has then Pe pee 
the cognition of the Individual, only as the substratum of the Clans (den 
Ad 
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: , zed 
by the word); because a particular e by =a ok eid 11 
d). And even the relation o 
See N i at in the Bhishya as subsisting 1 
Class and the Individual) is only an indirect (or assumed) * e 
too the pointing by the general (Class) to the particular ( 5 iv — A 
should not be taken as a case of Indication; because it is only a 
mere hinting (or pointing), 
Or, the clau 
may be taken ag r 


‘mative and negative concomitance being, 
iti i ought about by the Class. For 
that the cogniti oi +i" Ga tho a, 
learn the character of the 

through the per o X 
805081 N the shape of its brightness or dulness—is also fulfilled 
(which shows that the cognition of the Class Fire’ has brought about 
the cognition of the Tudividual Fire) ; 

aud (2) when through some ‘di 


. s., foolishness or 
the denotation of the Class by a word, 


er way of explaining th 
lass by į 
manner, 
lass, 
A uestio y 
cores cot ference between 
Word 9 (Cow) (since both are 
1z., the Qlass 
as, for instance, 
„being clearly 


as the expres 
“i the Class also, the 
the Individual ; 


n to the objections that h 
the theory of the Indivi constituting 
specially a 


the denotatio 
Individua 


to be expressive of eve 
Is (as constituting : 


the Class denoted 
case (as in one should sacrifice 


n of; 


And in any particular 
With corns ') theo 


at one has 
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is with regard to the number (or quantity) of the object to be employed ; 
and as for the object itself, there is a most definite cognition (of corns) 
(by means of the word). 

The Bhashya has cited “the words ‘ Cow,’ &. with a view to all 
Nouns and Verbs. i 

The special purpose that is served by the above discussion is that the 
generic and the particular word referring to the same object, there would 
be no rejection of the general rule by the exception, in accordance with 


the view of the Pirvapaksha (while according to the Siddhanta such a 
rejection is duly accomplished). 


— 0 


[The Vartika now 


proceeds to put forth another exposition of the 
above 


ADHIKARANAS (A) and (B).] 
Words like ‘gauh,’ &e., 
proceed to consider in which 


xes and Nipatas do not by themselves serve 
they only serve to illumine the meanings of Nouns 
and Verbs, which are the only really expressive words; and hence it is these 
latter only that are taken into consideration, Though certain Nipatas—as 
‘ Pagcatya,’ ‘ Anuydtya’ and the like—are found to be denotative of certain 
definite objects, yet there are no doubts as to the particular objects 
denoted by them. The Nipätas would have been taken up for considera- - 
tion on the present occasion, only if they were found to bring about the 
cognitions of two objects; and so long as they are not found to give rise 


to any cognitions of ‘Classes’ (as also of Individuals), they cannot form 
the objects of the present discussion. 


I. Objection: “ Even Verbs cannot ri 
“present discussion ; because the denotat 
“in detail, in the beginning of tho Seco 
“ detailed consideration of the question— 
“being the general name given to th 
“the true denotation of ver 


to denote any objects ; 


ghtly form the subjects of the 
ion of verbs will be dealt with 
nd Adhyaya; where we have & 
what is Bhava P’ (Bhava=to be, 
e denotation of verbs); and as 
bs has to be duly ascertained in detail, in that 
“ place, it is not right to take it up on the present occasion.” 100 
To this we make the following reply: (1) What we have to deal man 
in the second Adhyaya, is the ‘ Bhāva, which is the name given to 55 
denotations of the Affixes; while what we are going to consider now is 
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ves t denota- 
denotation of the roots themsel es. (2) Or, even ee he 5 
tion of the Affixes have to be ascertained there, we may now cons er 
10 


ivi The 
whether that deno ation consists o gh i or 1 — og aw 4 
5 the roots ‘yaji’ and the like deno ing the sacr „. * 
2 forward by “the Bhashya in the Second Adhyaya, k pote olaa 
of an explanation of what is duly ascertained in the re m E 85 
(4) Or, even with regard to the denotations of the roots ee ae 
only proper that we should consider whether the oe es 
appearing in verbs, consist of the Class or of SNe et 2 A end 
reality, however, the question that has to be ai 5 tn — 

a i to whether the transcendental resu (o 

3 fr 3 is signified by the verbs (in the Injunctions, should 
mee a or from the materials, &c., (Soma and the like) therein 


spoken of? And whatever else is to be explained there is ouly by way 
of supplementing the said qnestion. 


Thus then, it is with regard to the truly expressive Verbs and Nouns, 
that we proceed to consider whether they denote Classes or Individuals. 
A doubt on this point has arisen jn our minds, on account of the usage of 
words, and their comprehension by the people pointing equally to both 
(Class and Individual), and also on account of grammatical works (notably 
the Mahabhydshya) lending countenance to both the theories. 

Il. Objection: “ Before Proceeding any, further, it must be ex 
“what connection this discussion has, either with the subject- 
“the Adhyaya (which treats of the means of knowing 
“that of the present Pada, 
“the Smrtis.” 

Reply: The presen 
authority of grammati 


plained, 
matter of 


Dharma), or With 
which is dealing with the basic authori 


ty of 
t discussion is an offshoot of the treatment of the 
cal Smrtis, by means of which the 


5 correctness of a 
r - it is only natural to pass on to the con- 
sideration of the meaning of this word. 


Or, it may be that the anthorit 


ative character of all grammatical 
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Smrtis having been laid down iu a previous Adhikarana, it is with regard 
to lhis universality of their authority that the present Adhikarana raises 
a question, and comes to the conclusion that the grammatical Smrti which 
speaks of the Individual as forming the denotation of a word, cannot be 
accepted as correct, because such an assertion being impossible, can have 
no authoritative basis (in the Veda); and hence on this point even a gram- 
matical Smrti cannot be accepted as authoritative. In this manner, the 
present Adhikarana would be laying down an exception to the authority of 
Smrtis; and thus it would be quite in connection with the subject-matter 
of the Adhyaya and the Päda, as also with the foregoing discussion. 

III. Oljection: “Even if the word be admitted to be denotative of 
“the Class, all Injunctions and Prohibitions would refer only to the 
“ Individuals signified by the words (contained in them); and as such what 
“is the use of the present discussion?“ 

Reply : Though it is true that there is no difference among p: ople, in the 
interpretation of the Prohibitions and the Injunctions contained in the 
Veda (which are always taken with reference to Individuals), yet a 
discussion like the present would serve a useful purpose in ordinary 
parlance, where it is said: “ give the curd to the Brahmanas, but takra to 
Kaundinya ; where if words were admitted to be denotative of Individuals, 
the word Brahmana’ could be accepted as denoting the Individual 
Brähmana Kaundinya, who would thus come to be given both the curd and 
the takra; while when the word ‘ Brabmana’ is accepted as denotative of 
the Class only, it could point to Kaundinya only by indirect indication, 
which would be set aside in favour of the direct denotation of the word 
‘ Kaundinya ’ itself (and Kaundinya would, in this case, receive the takra 
only, which was meant by the person issuing the instruction). 

Asa matter of fact, however, in the Veda too, in the case of the 
passages enjoining the washing of the Corn, there is a certain difference (in 
the true denotation of the word ‘vrihi’) as also in the case of the passage 
that lays down the offering of Dadhi.’ For instance, if the word Canon? 
(‘vrihi’) be accepted to be denotative of any individual corn, the wash- 
ing would come to apply to even an ordinary corn (not to be used at 
the sacrifice); because the washing is restricted to the sacrificial corn only 
by means of the order of proximity of the word ‘Corn’ with the ‘Sacrifice’; 
whereas it is found to be applicable to the ordinary corn, by the direct 
denotation of the word ‘Corn and certainly Direct Denotation must 
always set aside any order of Proximity. On the other hand, if the word 
‘Corn’ be admitted to be denotative of the Class only, then in that gaap 
the case of the sacrificial corn alone being the object of washing Yana 5 
much stronger than that of any ordinary corn; because, while 115 5 Gam” 
pointed out only indirectly by the direct denotation of the Clas 
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which includes the ordinary corn also, the latter is pointed out both by the 
said order of Proximity and the Direct Denotation of the Class ‘ Corn, 
which is found to inhere, in its entirety, in the sacrificial corn also. So 
also in the case of the offering of Dadhi, the word ‘ Dadhi’ could refer 
to the sacrificial Dadhi as well as to any ordinary Dadhi; ‘and it is only 
when the word is held to be denotative of the Class, that the offering 
spoken of directly by the word ‘ Juhoti’ would come to refer to the sacri- 
ficial Dadhi only. These arguments could be applied to many other 
instances of Vedic Injunctions and Prohibitions. And hence we conclude 
that the present discnssion being found to serve many useful purposes, we 
must take it up for due consideration. 

IV. Objection : All that is considered here having already been dealt 
“with, in the Tarkapada (Clokavartika—chap. on Akrti’), it is scarcely 
“proper to start the same question over again.” 

Reply: (1) In the Turkapada all that has been done is merely to lay 
down the proposition that it isthe Class that is denoted by words ; and the 
present Adhikarana serves to bring forward the arguments in support 
of that Proposition, And even the Bhashya has said (towards the 

Toma pho es SA Akriti in the Tarkapāda) that the reasons in support 
of the proposition will be explained “later on” (and this can only be 
taken as referring to the present Adhikarana). (2) Or it may be that 
in the Tarkapada it ig only the existence of Class that has been establish. 


ed; while in the present Adhikarana, we seek to establish the fa 
being denoted by the word 


ct of its 
of on the previous occasio 


8poken 
ken ag 
arana), 


x g fact 
the Class, with a view to prove the the sri 
as to whether the In 


dividual 
t, has not been considered th 

. e * . 

present aie gang may be taken as Serving the distinct] — 1 Pet 
of proving that Individuals are not denoted by words y useful purpose 

— 0 
And with a view to introduce the said di 
s © said i 
consideration of id discussion 


ADHIKARANA () — 
TE ne TE EE eee Veda 
the objects denoted by them, being the ga, ihis: di » and 
forent trom tim? 16 e same as those in ordinary parlance, 
or diferen P A is only if the words in the Veda and the 
objects deno A i a Te the same ag those in ordinary parlance, that 
there an be any discussion ag to the denotation of a word; because if they 
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be different, there would be no doubt as to the true denotation of words 
(which would be found in the Veda to signify Individuals) ; and there would 
be no occasion for the discussion that follows; specially as all business is 
carried on with regard to concrete objects, there would be no use wasting 
time over the pure denotations of words; hence the present discussion 
cannot be held to be propounded for the sake of the ordinary business of 
the world. It is only in the case of the Veda, that the words and the 
objects denoted by them being recognised to be the same (as those in 
ordinary parlance), our cognition of the meanings of words could help us 
to differentiate what is directly denoted by them, and what is ouly in- 
directly indicated. For if the words in the Veda were totally different 
from those in ordinary parlance, then, whenever we would come across a 
Vedic passnge, we would not be cognisaut of their forms or signification ; 
and these being totally unknown, there could be no doubt in our minds, 
with regard to the denotation of these words. Therefore for the sake of 
ascertaining the nature of the meaning that is cognised, it is necessary, in 
the first instance, to establish the fact of the words in the Veda and the 
objects denoted by them being the same as those in ordinary parlance. 

Objection : “ This identity of the word has been already clearly establish- 
“ed under Sutra I—i—20, where it has been shown that the word being 
“always recognised to be the same, the mere fact of its being pronounced 
“at different times does not constitate a difference in the word itself; 
“and thus it is found that there can be uo other reason for the said identity, 
“except such recognition of the word; all other arguments that may be 
“brought forward in support of this identity would be only auxiliary to 
“the aforesaid Recognition. And hence no further discussion on the 
point is necessary.” 

Reply : (1) What has been established under Sūtra I—i—20 is that in all 
ordinary human utterances, the word“ Cow’ 
hence it is only proper that we should now esta 
words being identical with those in o 
been explained there why the fact of 
of as ‘ Vedic,’ in contradistinetion to 
described as ‘ worldly,’ 
them; and it is this th 
identity of the word m 


is always the same; and 
blish the fact of all Vedic 
rdinary parlance. (2) It has not 
words in the Veda being es 

those in ordinary parlance enen 
cannot be taken as pointing to a difference between 
at we proceed to consider now. (3) Evon though the 
ay have been established under the said otra, yet the 
present Adhikarana cannot be said to be a mere repetition; because Ra 
18 considered here is whether the denotations (of the word ‘ Cow 15 page 
in the Veda and as used in ordinary parlance) are identical. 1 8 hare 
only when the identity of the denotation has been established, W et 
Lan arise a question as to whether the Class or the Individual id tity of 
by the word, which question can havo nothing to do with the identity 
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the word (and hence the present discussion is absolutely necessary 98 
preliminary to the main point of the Adhikarana). $ 

And on this subject, there arises a doubt in our mind; because the 
fact of the words used in the Veda being spoken of as ‘ Vedic’ in contra- 
distinction to the ‘worldly’ words, points to the fact of there being 
a difference between the two classes of words; while as a matter of fact 
the words in the Veda are always recognised to be the same as those in 
ordinary parlance. 

An on this point, we have the following— 

PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
“are different from those in ordinary parlance; (I) because we perceive 
“an actual difference in their names, in the Nouns used in them, in the 
“ grammatical rules applying to them, in accentuation and pronunciation, avd 
“in deletions and modifications of letters and syllables ; (2) because we 
“find even the ordinarily known words used in the Veda, together with 
5 such words as ‘ svaru’ ‘yüpa "and the like, which are distinctly different 
eee pe 7 usage; (3) because certain points of time 
“ the Çüdra and 155 unfit for the studying of Vedic words; (4) because 
N esa ? woman are forbidden to utter Vedic words; and (5) 

WN n such words as ‘Açvabāla’ and the like signifying 
netly different objects (in the Veda and in ordinary parlance) ,—in the 


“Veda it being used in th 
e sense of ‘reed,’ while 1 ‘divar it 
“ means the horse’s hair’ ? i He ene meer 


“The Bhashya has also cited the word 


“Vata in dhe Baleares ‘Agni’ as having in the 


s meaning (vrttra- 
ti wee : 
es difference ~ n ordinary parlance. But this is not right; 


“Agni may be said to 15 the action does not alter the actor (i. e., though 
yet that does not neces- 
te Gace than the Agni that burns). Specially 
“ word ‘ Agni’ itself, bath b 15 Vrttra-killer is expressed (not by the 
“sentence (quoted above); ea 5 of che words contained in the 
“a word be said to b ? Ow can that which is not expressed by 


. 0 denoted b th d 1 * 
“there is no means of ascertaining 0 Agni P And then too 


(‘ Jangha- 
ary parlance, how ean the passage in 


aracter of Agni’ ag belonging to the 
the passage be taken as laying down a 


question make us cognise the ch 
“killer (of Vrttva)’? Nor cay 
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“ new signification of the word ‘Agni’ (as that which killed the Vyttras 
“is denoted by the word Agni’); because it is in the form of a pure 
“ Arthavada in praise of Agni; and also because the passage cannot be 
“taken as describing a real action of Agni, as will be explained by the 
“ Bhashya under the Devatadhikarana of the Ninth Adhyaya. 

„For these reasons, the words that should be quoted as showing a 
“ difference between the meanings of words in the Veda and in ordinary 
“ parlance, are Trvrit,’ &c., which (in the Veda) means ninefold (while in 
“ ordinary usage it means threefold). 

“ In connection with the above-mentioned passage Agnir-· vrttrãni 
“ janghanat — the Bhashya has said that this points to ‘another form of 
“the word Agni’; but this is scarcely correct; as a difference in the 
property or action of the object denoted does not make any difference in 
“the form of the word itself. 
x “Therefore the difference between the forms of Vedic and ordinary 
een must be held to be based upon the differences of accentuation, &., 
i. as explained above, and not upon any differences in their significations. 

And thus we find that there is a distinct difference between the word 


“ used in tho Veda and the objects signified by them on the one hand and 
“those used and expressed in ordinary parlance on the other.” 


0 


In reply to the above, we have the following :— 
SIDDHANTA (A). 


Tho words used in the Veda and their meanings are the same as those 
in ordinary parlance. (1) Because if it were not so, the whole of the 
Veda would become absolutely unauthoritative; as its authority would be 
fully shaken by the fact of its meaning being unknown; and this non- recog- 
nition of the meaning of Vedic passages would lead to the contingencies 
that there would be no such Vedic actions as the Agnihotra and the like, 
and there could be no Vedic Injunctions; because the Injunctive affixes 
in the Veda could not signify Injunction (because they have this amen? 
tion in ordinary parlance). Nor does the Veda lay down the use of j : 
in any sense other than the ordinarily known ones; because it pa 15 
shown above that the relationship (between words and their meanings) 5 
not fixed by scriptures ; (and hence there would be no means of pea 
a E word means in the Veda, if the ordinary meaning were 

€ * 
(2) (a) The form of a word as used in the Veda is distinctly found 


8 in ordinary 
and over again to be non-different from the same as used in 
45 


Over 
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is pointed out by the clause t Avibhagas iu the sutra). U1 
pavlaneo: {as a 85 e’ (Aribiaga) spoken of may be taken as pointing out 
en ee lie word Co is uttered, we have always the same 
the fet that B ‘Cow’ (whether the word be found in the Veda 
sugeitian ‘st oe — Or (e) it may be taken ag pointing to the non— 
e, Ne of pronunciation, &., as appertaining to the Veda 
di 
aud to ordivary . word, as found in the Veda, and its meaning be 
on e pA ya dies in ordinary parlance; because it is only 
held. ta Ue ee A be identioal that the fact commonly recognised 
when they are accep s t contradicted. (As all persons that perform the 
bs All aoe a- 85 the Veda accept the words that they meet with in 
i e tue same meaning that they have in 
e 88 
ie e Mimānsā supplies the only means of ascert 
j . of the words in the Veda; and in Mimansa we 
— — the words in the Veda being called + Vedic’ 
to ‘worldly’ accepted as pointing to 
words themselves, 


Thus then, the words being actually recognised to be tho same jn 
both cases, the only difference in their forms that can be perceived, ag 
also the fact of one being named ‘ Vedic’ and the other ¢ worldly,’ must 
be accepted as due to the differences in accentuation, Ko. And as there is 
no question as to the accentuation iu the Veda being different (the Point at 
issue being the difference in the word), wh ringing forward 
this difference on the present occasion ? 

(1) Then as for the words ‘svaru,’ ‘ypa’ and the lik 
the Veda, the mere fact of a few such words jn the Veda be 
frora any words in ordinary usage, cannot prove 
different; specially as such difference 
perceptible recognition of the 
As for the fact of only certaj 
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laid down in the Veda itself). (4) In the case of the passage—‘ the cow> 
of the gods walk upon their backs’ (which has been quoted as pointing to 
the fact of the meaning of the word ‘Cow’ being different from the 
ordinary cow)—it is not found to lay down the fact of the character of the 
cow to belong to certain animals walking on their backs; and hence inas- 
much as any such animals are absolutely impossible, and the meaning of 
the word ‘ Cow’ is not cognised as anything different from the ordinary, 
and as the passage itself is found to be supplementary to another Injuue— 
tion, it cannot but be taken as a mere Arthavada. 

Thus then, in. no way do we perceive any difference between the 
two classes of words; and hence we conclude that the words and their 
meanings that have been explained before, in connection with ordinary 
usage, must bo accepted to be the same in the Veda also. 


0 — 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


And now, we proceed to take up the question, to which the above 
discussion leads us,—namely, does the denotation of a word consist of the 
Class, or of the Individual, or of both ? 

There are various alternatives on this point; and in order to remove 
all misconceptions with regard to it, we again proceed to show them. 
Whenever the word ‘Cow’ is uttered, it is found to give rise to the ideas 
of seven things: the Class, the Individual, their Relationship, the 
Aggregate of these, a particular Gender, Case, N amber, and the Word prion 
In this mauner there are eight alternatives with regard to each of these 
two. For instance, is it the Class that is denoted by the word, or the 
Individual, or both, or eachof them alternately, or both together, or the 
Class qualified by the Individual, or the Individual qualified by the Class r 
In the same manner we would have as many alternatives, between the Class 
and the Relationship, the Class aud the Aggregate, the Class and the 
Case, the Class and the Number, the Gender and the Class, and 59 forth ; 
also with regard to each of them as taken all along with all others. 
thereby we come to have alternatives six times eight (or forty-eight) ` 
number ; and yet many other combinations being possible, the number 0 
alternatives becomes endless. 


— 


hese 

In the Pirvapaksha, the Bhashya has mentioned only four 175 AG 

alternatives: Does the word signify—(1) the Class by ev nee or (4) 
Individual by itself, or (3) the Individual qualified by the : 


taken as 
the Class qualified by the Individual? And these should be 


6 TANTRA-VĀRTIKA. ADH. I—PADA II—ADHI. (10b). 
35 


ide by 
ives ; ll these are set aside by 
i > alternatives; and as a i 
an * aise e they have not been all ponies 11 41 
il j 1 5 first we take up for consideration aa ee of t 
entice he Class or the Individual! 
natives the word denote the Class N . 
a pee: doubt on this point has been explained by the we 
77 > onit 
thus: ein ne e ca kriydsambhavat (because et i “a 
is that of the Class, while the action tbat is laid down can hit kA 
Individual). But this is not quite correct; because the * a 80 11 
; i it is not quite correc 
to be cognised; aud hence i i b i 
oe — Bati H the Eames in all cases. For if the Individual wer 1 . 
ae rd b : us of the word), there could be no question as to whe : 
1 1 5 er sh d or not. Nor can the fact of the action appertain 
it 05 51 1 e oran as a reason for accepting it to be denoted by 
ing to the Indiv 
z 8 we must accept the ground of doubt to be as we hav 
plained before, namely that, inasmucli as both 


found to apply commonly to the Class and the Individual, and as gan 
matical works are found to lend special support to the Individual-theory, 
there naturally arises a doubt as to which is to be accepted as the real 
denotation of the word, 


Or, the Bhashya may be construed in the following manner: when a 
word is uttered, (1) there is a ‘Samanyapratyaya,’ i. o., common recognition ot 
the Class ag well as the Individual; and (2) it is in the Individual 
(‘vyaktau,’) ag also in the Class (this being indicated by the Particle ‘ca 5 
that Actions—snch as fetching, touching, building of the altar in the shape 
of the Cyena, and the like—are found to be Capable of appertaining 


(hence there n real denotation of the 
word). ay be explained thus: 


e ex- 
Usage and Cognition are 


Ja next starts the uestion— What + 
the Individual ? - binic 


Some people object to this question: “ Why should this question be 
started over again, when the character of the Class has already been ox- 
plained in the Tarkapāda ? 

This objection does not affect the case. Bee 
may be taken ag put by one who has not quite understood the nature of 
the Class as explained before. Or, (2) there being a doubt as to the true 
signification of the word, on account of its bringing about a cognition of 


and what is 


ause (1) the question 
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both the Individual and the Class, the question may be taken as making 
an enquiry as to which portion of the Cognition (produced by the word) 
consists of the Individual, and which of the Class? Or (3) the question 
may be taken as put ironically—the meaning being this: when as a 
matter of fact, we do not perceive anything other than the bodies of the 
Individual cows, grey and the like, wherefore should there be any distinc- 
tion made between the Class and the Individual? Or, (4) all discussion 
being for the sake of some business, even though the Class be denoted by 
the wond, inasmuch as all actions are found to appertain to the Individual 
(and as such all purposes being served by accepting the Individual to be 
denoted by the word), there can be no use of any discussion as to what is 
the denotation of the word. But as the sūtra is actually found to be tak- 
ing great pains in the consideration of the question, it appears that there 
does exist some such thing as Class, apart from the Individuals; (and 
hence it is only natural that we should consider the question as to what 
is this Glass and what the Individual ys 

In reply to the above question, the Bhāshya says: Dravyaguna- 
kurmanām sdmanyamatram jātih—( Class is the commonality of Substances, 
Properties and Actions). 

A mere explanation of the form of the Class serves to satisfy those 
persons that had put the question either from ignorance, or from doubt; 
while for one who had put it out of spite, we offer the following explana- 
tion: Though the Class is not perceived as anything totally different from 
the Individual, yet at the time that we perceive certain individual 
cows, the grey one and the like, we have an idea of a certain character 
that is common to all the various individuals perceived, as has been 
shown in the Tarkapāda; and it is this commonality that constitutes the 
Class, and that which is other than this (i.e., that which is peculiar to 
each cow) is the Individual. 

This explanation of ‘Class’ in the Bhashya does not serve either to 
assert the existence of the Class, or to bring forward proofs for its exis- 
tence; it only serves to distinguish the Class from the Individual. It is 
with a view to this that we have the word ‘mātra’ (mere); for if mere 
distinction from the Individual were not meant, this word would have 
been superfluous. 


If the question be taken as asking what is the Class that is meant to 
be something apart from the Individuals, then the answer may be ee 
as pointing out that the Class that we mean is the mere commonality, > 
individual Substances, Properties aud Actions, and not anything totally 
different from the Individuals. the 

(1) And what is meant by this ‘commonality’ may be taken ic 
summum genus ‘Being,’ which 5 common to all Substances, Prope 


358 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. - rAbA——aAbnt. (100). 


and Actions, this including all the lower genera therein contained ; (2) 
or the word ‘commonality’ may be taken separately with each of these 
(Substances, Properties and Actions), the Classes meant being the three 
classes of ‘ Substance,’ ‘ Property’ and ‘ Action ; as there is no business 
pertaining to the summum genus“ Being’; (3) or, on account of the word 
‘matra,’ the Classes meant may be all the Classes known in the world— 
from the summum genus ‘ Being’ down to the smallest Class in existence. 
The Individual is explained by the Bhäshya as— asadharanavicésha 
ryaktih’; and in this the compound ‘ asddharanavigéshah’ must be taken 
as Bahuvrihi,—the meaning of the Bhishya being that that which has a specific 
peculiarity is the Individual. And it cannot mean that the Individual con- 
sists of the specific peculiarities themselves (the said compound being 
plained as Karmadharaya) ; because in a subsequent chapter, the Bh 
distinctly speaks of the Individual as the receptacle of (and 
something different from) the peculiarities; and also because we h 
tain Smrti texts that point out the Individual to be different ¢ 
peculiarities. 
Hence we conclude that it 
whether the word denotes the Cl 


ex- 
āshya 
as such 
ave cer- 
rom the 


is only right to star 


t the question as to 
ass or the Individual. 


And on this point we have the following— 
PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


A “ We conclude that it is only the Individual that is denoted by 
ae (1) because it is only when the word Siguities the Indi 13 the 
nat we an have any Injunction of such actions (Sutra 30) as killi vidual, 
5 5 . i so n which would be absolutely impossible i“ 3 
ro — . ) because it is only then that we can have — 
Ad, dg Hi ions in the world, such ag—:' Davadatta, drive the a 
= ; (3) because only in that e a 
* Numbers and Cases of N i e the various 
“denoted by the word, then alone could w — a 
“ Vykshau, Vrkshabhyam, K Where e Mane pressions as 


» strumental Case, in addition to the Noun; as for the Class m ordas 
— 


ain to it; nor 
; and hence if 


Xpressions as Vrksh 
x c > 7 au 
H Vrkshābhyām’ would be absolutely impossible; 


‘direct denotation of a word consisted of the Class, it woul 
-in the ease of each sentence, to accept an indirect Indication (of the 
+ word) pointing to the Individual; and hence all Vedic pa 
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“come to be taken in their indirect significations only; on the other hand, 
if the word be accepted to denote the Individual, in all sentences, there 
"would be a direct co-extensiveness exactly as in the e 
“t Devadatta is a man’ (and there would be no necessity of having 
“recourse to any indirect significatign) ; while in the Class-theory, it 
“would be necessary even in such simple instances to have recourse to 
“indirect Indication; aud hence too, the Individual wonld come to be 
“acknowledged to be denoted by the word ; (5) when we meet with such 
“ Vedic Injunctions as — one should kill the animal,’ we proceed to 


“carry on the subsequent business with the Tongue, Heart, &e., of the 


“individual animal that is killed and not with the whole Class‘ animal’; 


(6) and again, all actions stind in need of certain substauces: and 


U 
„hence if the words iu an Injunction were accepted to be denotative of 
“the Indiy 


idunl, then alone could the Injunction be found to lay down 
N something that is needed, not otherwise ; (7) tho Individual being a 


‘* definite entity (acknowledged by all of us). that alone, and not the 
„Class, cau be 


rightly accepted as being denoted by a word. And 
kor all these reasons, we conclude that it is the Individual that is denoted 
“by the word. 


“Somo people might ask—« Why should we not accept both the 
“Individual and the Class to be denoted by the word? That would be 
“quite in keeping with usage and comprehension.’ This cannot be; 
“because this would involve the assumption of a manifold potency in the 
: word, which is not allowable ; specially as the comprehension of the one 

(the Class) can very well be explained as being due to the intimate 
“telationship that it bears to the other (the Individual); and hence we 
“mast accept the Individual to be denoted by the word, 

“It may be asked— How then do you explain the idea of com- 
“ monality that we have?’ We can explain this as brought about by its 
‘relationship to the Individuals. 

“It may be argued that— when we actually find that an action is 
“otherwise impossible, then alone can this Apparent Inconsistency justify 
“our accepting the Tudividual to be denoted by the word; whereas in 
“all other cases. inasmuch ag it is the Class that is cognised first, wo 
“must hold the word to be denotative of the Class.’ This cannot be; 
“ because this too would necessitate the assumption of manifold poten- 
“eies in each word; and as, in that case, the denotation being always 
Incertain, the true meauing of an Injunction would always remain 
doubtful, j be 

“Some peopte argue thus: ‘One who holds an Individual n 
"denoted by the Word, can have no ground for applying that er is 
“other Tudividual But thore is no such real difficulty: ^S 
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lways such a ground available, in the 5 1 the fact of the one 
t a er. 
* Tadividual To ace 1 2 p eh iera Having — hones 
“There is a di $ lity’?—the Bhashya 
5 t have an idea of commona y s : 
a quesnon Sig 7 as the mark’? But the reply is quite 
“ert hc at nee aon we he e Te 
“the idea of commonality, while what e ee mus t 
“for applying the same word to many Fairies 4 it thus: Question (1) 
“take the Bhashya here to be elliptical, explaining Si i ra Through the 
„ How then do we have an idea of ee eee 7 (Oy Ue meen Es og 
“relationship it bears to the e k rA a e poken 
— a 3 8 
F to all of them). ii 15 a Me has 
“the Bhashya in the following manner: Being 5 — How then do we 
“have an idea of commonality ? the Purvapakshi, : i 
“able to absolutely deny the said idea of commonality, seeks refuge in 
“the theory that the word denotes the Individual qualified by the Class, 
“—the meauing of the word ¢ cihna’ being qualification, and the passage 
“s ati,’ meaning that the Clauss (commonality) 
qualification of the Individual. 
even the idea of commonality cannot be urged against 
tic theory. And we conclude that the denotation of a 
f the Individual, either by itself, or as qualified by the 
“ Class, 


finding himself un- 


pt the numbor “six in the 
ows ’—to belong to the cows (Sūtra 31), 


e case of the Injunction that,—if the animal kept for 


be lost, we should obtain another of the same 
accept the word ‘animal’ to denote 
animal 


the individual 
another“ i 

e to speak of this another as being 
„colour.“ Because if the whole Class ‘Animal’ were denoted by the 
“ word ‘Animal’; the animal would be as much an animal as the 
“other; and hence even if 


another o bo fetched, it would 
“ not be another (but the Same Animal) ; nor can the Class 


“be ‘of the same colour’ (as the former animal), 


“clude that it is the Individual that is denoted by the word.” 


g 
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To all this we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA (B). 
(as explained in the Bhishya.) 


It can never be that the Individual is denoted by the word; as it is 
the Class that is denoted by it; because we meet with such passages as— 
‘ Cyénacitam cvinvita,’ where the two meanings that could be possible are— 
(1) ‘one should build up a particular Cyéna bird,’ or (2) ‘he should build 
the Class Cyéna.’ l 

But as for the Individual Cyéna bird, any number of bricks could not 
build up any such bird; specially as we cannot build up a bird even with 
the arteries and tendons taken out of a dead bird; and thus the mention 
of ‘ bricks’ precludes all possibility of the making of a live bird; and we 
would also have to assume a certain purpose for the building of a bird 
out of brick and mortar; in which case we would have the further dis- 
advantage of having to take the word“ cinvita’ in a figurative sense (i. e., 
of preparing, instead of making) ; and lastly, such an intepretation would 
involve a breach of the grammatical law Karmanyagnyakhyayam’ 
(Panini III—ii- 12) explained above. Aud hence the passage cannot be 
taken to mean that one should make, by the building, a Qyéna bird. 

In the same manner, (l) it is equally impossible to build up the 
Class ‘Cyéna’ with bricks and mortar, as it is created by God alone; (2) 
such an interpretation would necessitate the assumption of some purpar: 
for this making of the Class; (3) and also the taking of the word ‘ cinvite 
in a sense not its own; and (4) this would also involve a breach of the 
grammatical rule quoted above. Hence the passage cannot be taken even 
to mean that one should make the Class Cyéna.’ 

Thus then, the only resource left to us is to take the passage to 
mean that by the building (collection of bricks) one should muke an altar of 
the shape of the Gyénd bird. In this case it is impossible for the altar to 
be made similar to any particular Cyéna bird; and we cannot make it 
similar to all the individual birds ; specially as it is absolutely impossible 
to ascertain the similitude of such birds as have not yet been born, or of 
those that are yet to be born; and it is only possible to make an altar 
having a shape that is common to the whole Class Hysna.“ Hence we 
conclude that the Class alone can be held to be denoted by the word. 

* Pn eng is here raised: Why cannot the presage Ae 8555 
erde thee on ore should build up the altar with tha bodies ee (the 
1 . — 5 ompound ‘Cyénacitam’ being taken as jj 

al Tatpurusha)” p 


To this question, the Bhāshya replies that the word ‘ Çyëna is ha 
46 
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is i correct. In the 
EF 1 . of its 
(han ah e here the Accusative termination to gar ae 
e rs Reais after the whole ica ag ine ag . Als 
it cannot be taken as signifying the objective. ; 1 tant of the word 
use of the aforesaid grammatical sūtra m denying — aus Fiat the 
‘ Gyéna’ having an Instrumental signification. The sūira me en, 
kuip affix is added to the root ci when it is procede z ae and as the 
specially when the root ci signifies the altar lie ngs ae ie nh S 
root ‘ct’ by itself cannot signify the altar, it is only : e 5 — 
the kvip affix—as is possible only in such compoun sal Cy 8 
here the noun ‘Gyéna’ must be the objective, in order to ma * ! 
(w SFe aa ible, in accordance with the above-quoted sutra) 
me os Se Eee heed aoa s altar; and the word “Cyéna’ cannot be 
e mat nee meaning of is (apart from the compound). 
And heuce we must conclude that the word SY end eannot be t 
in the Instrumental Case. Even if the Instrumental Case w 
Q) there would bo no rule by which we could have a compound, under 
the circumstances; (2) over and above this, we would have to assume the 


Instrumental case-ending, which does not exist; (3) by assuming the 
(bodies of the) Cyéna birds to be the materials fo 
would involve an abandonning of the bricks, stinctly 
laid down as the material to be employed in the building; and (4) there 
would be a needle. ny Cyéna birds, When there 
thing. Thus then 


aken to be 
ere admitted, 


„it being 


Case, we 
passage to mean that one should build the altar similar in 
shape to the Cyéna bird. And as su possible 
only if the word (‘Cyéna’) denoted 

we must admit t 


own above— 
he Class to be denoted by the word. 
Objection ; 


the possibility of the single action of the 
e altar cannot be accepted as sufficient reason for accept- 
ng the Class to be the denotation of a word; 


Specially as we have 

e killing, washing, &c., 
if the Individual were accepted to be denoted 
ssages laying down actions like these latter 
“aro very many, while you have got only one passage in support of your 
„theory, it is far more reasonable to hold the word to denote the Indi- 
“vidual. If it be urged that—‘even in accordance with the Class 
“theory, in the case of the Injunctions of such actions as washing and the 
“ like, we can have the Individual pointed out by indirect Indication, — 


“ we reply that it is far more reasonable to accept the Individual theory, 
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“and have recourse to indirect Indication in the single passage treating of 
“the Cyéna (while you have got to have recourse to it in the case of 
many passages); and it is certainly far more reasonable to have recourse 
“to an indirect signification in one case than in many. And as for the 
Instrumental Tatpuruska (in ‘Cyénacita’) we can accept it, as being 
“absolutely necessary. For these reasons (it being possible to take the 
“passage to mean that one should make the altar of the bodies of Cyéna 
“birds ),—and becanse it is only when the word is accepted as denoting the 
“Individual, that there can be different numbers and cases in connection 
“with Nouns,—we must conclude that a word always denotes the Indi- 
“ vidual.” 


In view of these objections we proceed to offer another exposition of 

of the Siddhanta. 
It is the Class that is denoted by the word, Why? (1) Because it 
is the Class or Commonality that is cognised before (the Individual) ; 
{2) because a word is not found to give rise to a mixed conception ; and 
(3) because when the order“ bring the cow’ is given, the person ordered 
brings any cow that he likes. 

To explain these arguments—(1) when the word “ Cow” is uttered, 
before we have an idea of any Individuals, it is the Commonality that 
we have an idea of; and when the form of this Commonality has been 
duly comprehended, then alone are the Individuals cognised. Thus then, 
inasmuch as for the cognition of the Class there is no other means (save 
the word), while the cognition of the Individuals is actually brought 
about by the cognition of the Class, we conclude that the word denotes 
the Class. 

(2) If the Individuals were denoted by the word, then, inasmuch as 
the individual cows are found to have various characters such, as the 
variegated colour, absence of horns, Ke. —the idea brought about by the 
word would be a mixed one (partaking of all these characters), while as a 
matter of fact we find the word giving rise toa single uniform conception 
(of the Commonality); aud thus too we conclude that it is the Class that 
is denoted by the word. 


(3) When a person is ordered to- bring the cow,’ if no particular cow 
happens to be specially pointed out, either by the character of the work in 
hand or by the other concurrent circumstances, the person ordered 1 
found to bring in any common cow, and not any particularly specified 
cow, or all the cows in the world. If, however, the individual cow were 
denoted by the word, then the mention of the word ‘Cow’ would a 
pointed to all the individual cows in the world, which would have to 
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brought in by the person ordered; or he could bring in only = hen 
ie lar cow which would be denoted by the word. But as a ma — 

. — find that he brings in any common cow, with the only restric : : 
hat it should possess the common wee of eee Cow.“ Aud Lence to 
nclude that the Class is denoted by the word. B 

we tt, however, the Individual be held to be denoted by E y ae, 
could be only the following three alternatives: (1) That a 5 1 — 
should be denoted independently by themselves; (2) or that the cong j 1 
eration of all Individuals as qualified by a particular Individual shoul 
be denoted ; (3) or that ouly one particular Individual be denoted. 
Q) Now, it is not possible for all Individuals to be denoted ; (a) 
because that would necessitate the assumption of manifold denotative 
potencies in the word; (b) because (the Individuals being trausient) the 


solutely impos- 
ation would never be 
0 there could be no usage of the word or any 
business carried on (such as t} 


1e following of one another’s directions, &¢.) 3 
y Individuals, the word Cow’ would be always used 


i . eight’; and as such it would never be pos- 
wine Sie, to it either the Dual or the Singular number; (e) as the 
cae” Hees cannot exist in all the Individual cows denoted by the word 
qualified) G ye be no co-extensiveness (of the qualification and the 
Vedic ij ‘white cow’; and (f) because in the case of the 

one should sacrifice with the animal,’ as it would be 


impossible to * ‘ n a yg 8 h 
5 saa i Perform a sacrifice with all individual animals, such Injunc- 
y ence the Veda, would lose all authority. 


(2) Similar! my: 
y too 1 ‘ y 58 77 
the Individuals to k iy possible to admit the Conglomeration of 


8 by che word; (a) because in this case also 
all the Individuals will have to Ka daraa 84 me 
* > oe 


y too would b 
(Y) becanse such a tl e open to all tł 


a theory would necessitate the 
cration apart from the Individuals; 
9 


appertain to any such Conglomeration, 
absolutely useless (as the sole use of d 


ment of usage); (d) the Units formi 
destructible, the Conglomer. 


the relationship of the word 
(e) the Conzlomeration bein 
Number in Nouns; 


ming the Conglomeration, 
ne aforesaid six objections ; 
assumption of a Conglom- 
(c) as no usage is found to 
the denotation of words would be 
enotations lies in the accomplish- 
ng the Conglomeration being all 
ation would also be destructible; anq hence 
with its denotation would become transient; 
8 one only, there would be no Plural or Dual 
(J) nor would there be any co-extensiveness between 
the quulitieation and the qualitied, in the expression ‘ white cow’; because 
the Conglemerttton of all cows cannot be said to be white; (g) the 
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Conglomeration being shapeless, no sacrifices could be performed with 
it; aud that would shake the authority of all Vedic Injunctions. 

(3) If a single Individual be held to be denoted by the word, then 
too.— (a) there would be a non-eternality of the relationship (of the word 
and its denotation); (b) as it could not be ascertained which one particular 
Individual is denoted, no business would he possible; (c) there could be 
no idea of Commonality; (d) Nouns could never have the Plural or the 
Dual number; (e) no use of the word ‘Cow’ could be possible, prior to 
the birth, and after the death, of the particular cow denoted; (f) the 
word ‘Cow’ giving rise to au idea of the ‘Cow’ in general, there can be 
no particular reason for asserting that it is only this particular cow, and 
not that, which is denoted by the word. 


We now proceed to explain the text of the Bhashya: 

If any particular cow were denoted, the word could never give us 
an idea of any other cow; and as such it could never be used with 
reference to any other cow save the one held to be denoted; because at 
any other time, the particular cow denoted by the word on the former 
occasion would not be existing at the subsequent time, the one present ati 
this time being totally different from the former. Specially as. the 
Individual is said to be free from all generic and specific properties ; and 
apart from such properties, there is nothing in the Individual, by which 
it could be referred to (by any word). 

Question: “Just as one Individual is free from auch generic and 
“specific properties, so would also the second be free from them; and 
“ hence, just as the word is found to apply to the one Individual free from 
“such properties, in the same manner would it also be applicable to the 
other Individual, which is equally free from them. If this other Indi- 
„ vidual had the form of either the genus or the species, then alone would 
‘it be different in character from the former Individual; and in that case 


“ alone would the word be found inapplicable to it. As a matter of fact, 
“ however, both of them are found to b 


ch forms ; 
“ and as such the word would bee ae toes = 


ually applicable to both of them.” 
Answer: If the application a . to one Individual, as also to 
the ot her, be based upon the fact of their being free from generic and spe- 
cific properties, then this freedom itself would constitute their Commonality ; 
-= as such your explanationzwould be a tacit admission of our theory; 
and it seems you are only opposed to the use of the word “ Class.” 
40 mga the Purvapakshi: “We do not mean that the word ens 

Individual, as also to another, on account of their freedom. from generio 
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i is that the Individual is 
ee pope 1 differ from it either 
la ahi mi wes i I can our declaration 

in i i rm. And in that case, how 
: <a E ce the admission of the denotation of a — 
muonskity r Because an Individual is the substratum of sea aa 
“and specific properties, it caunot be these properties pte Mann 
“hence what we hold is that just as the word is found applica a 
Individual, which is different from generic and nd * , 
in the same manner would it be applicable to another n a : a 
The Siddhanti replies: If the word be applicable to 2 = uals o 
account of these latter being free from generic and specific properties, 
then in that case, the word comes to be denotative of a Commonality. 
And if there be no commonality, then one word cannot apply to two 
Individuals ; because if a word were applicable to one Individual, without 


at belongs to another Individual 
‘Cow’ would be applicable to an 
is would be a too extensive use of 

the “grd ! 
Says the Purvapakshi :—« T4 is not so; the application of all words 
“being independent of all commonality, their usage would be regulated by 


ch there could be no such absurd Usage of 
words as you have Pointe 


If mere usage be held to re 
words, then: the word ‘Cow? never yet havin 


reference to the particular cow born to-day, th 


as a Cow.“ Thus then, if the application of words ig regulated by usage, 
it becomes too limited ; otherwise it becomes too extensive as shown 
above. Following this line of argument, the Bhāshya says th 


mon notion of im Cow would not apply to different Individuals—as that 
‘this is a cow’ and that is a cow, and so forth ; 


relevant to what just Precedeg it; hence thig argument of the Bhashya 

must be taken along with (and in Support of) the proposition that, ‘if the 

word denoted a particular Individual it could never be applied to any other 
Individual.’ 

Says the Purvapaksh; : 

“ gulated by the denotati ve 

„applying, and being used wi 


gulate the application of 
g been been used with 
is could not be spoken of 


at the com- 


but this is not quite 


“ But the application of words could be re- 
potencies of the words themsolves ; 
th reference to that Individual which it may 
“ bo capable of denoting ; While if in regard to any Individual it had 
“no such potency, it would not apply to it. Aud hence the word ‘cow’ 
“ being cap&ble of denoting the Individual Cows only, it is with reference 
“to these only that the word ‘cow? could be used.” 


But this too cannot regulate the application of words; because the 


a word 
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potentiality of a word cannot be ascertained before it has been used; and 
the cognition of the potentiality of a word would depend upon its usage ; 
and as such being itself non-existent at the using of the word, how could 
the cognition cf the potentiality of the word regulate the application (and 
the usage) of the word? And further, even though the person addressed 
could ascertain the potentiality of the word from its use, how could the 
speaker himself know that the word ‘ cow’ is applicable to the individual 
cow, and not to the individual horse? And he would be as liable to using 
the word ‘cow’ with reference to the horse as to the cow. 

The Pirvapakshi : „ Why could we not have the application re- 
“‘gulated by the Class,—the word cow’ applying to all individuals, that 
“would be found to be qualified by the class ‘cow’ (or generic character 
“of the cow) ; while it would not apply to those not so qualified ; and 
“thus it would not apply to the horse (which is not found to be qualified 
“by the generic character of the cow); and in this manner, the application 
“of all words would be very easily regulated.” 

True; such a regulation would be possible ; but you have come to sl 
way of thinking. Because unless tie word Cow ’ denotes the qualification, 
the generic character of the cow,—how can the application of the word 
be restricted to the individual cow only.? And if this generic character be 
held to be previously denoted, it would be an admission of the denotability 
of the Class by the word. 


The Pirvapakshi now brings forward another argument: “ It iwem 
“that the class is denoted ; but the fact is that it appears as the qualifica- 
“tion of the individual, occupying only a secondary position; while the 
“ individual forms the primary element in the denotation of a word. 
“None of us are very anxious to assert that both (the Class and the Indivi- 
„ dual) are not expressed by the word. The fact is that some of us hold 
“ one thing (the Individual) to be the primary and other (the Class) the 
„Secondary denotation of the word ; and hence has it been declared that 
« ‘the individual constitutes the primary denotation of the word. Thus it 
“is that the regulation of the applications of a word, the cognitions of 
Ciena the Individual, the possibility of such actions as 

Ee ae 7 7 c., —all become explicable.” 2 43 

s > tne other party makes the following reply: This is not pos 
sible ; because if the Class be admitted to have been previously denoted by 
the word, the whole force of the word will have been taken up in ae 
denotation, and it cannot be said to denote the Individual; nor is it oe 
to admit the word to have more than one denotation, when the cognition © 
the Individual is capable of being otherwise got at, through its connection 
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i hat of 
ith the Class (a coguition whereof is always found to . e 
the Individual) ; because it is only by means of the 1 uma Ye 
tency (of the fact of the cognition of something ega bpian pren 1515 
a word) that we admit a potentiality, in that word, f 528 a 
thing; but in the case of the coguition of the Individual, we nee 
got at by other means; and as such the Apparent moeien E aie 
appeared, there can be no ground for postulating a — — 2 Aua 
word, of denoting the Individual. Nor are words ein — * 
only one particular Class; as we actually find ag i a . 
noting more than one Class (as it has many meanings). Iuvar . 
tance too, both negative and positive, is found to point to the 3 185 
word not denoting the Individual; for instance, even when the wor 


not been uttered, the person who has known the Class (Cow ) at once 55 
. cognises the Individual; pronounced, 


; While even when the word has beer 
if the person addressed has never known the Class, he is found incapable 


of having any idea of the Individual. Hence we conclude that it is the 
Class chut is denoted by the word. 


— 


The Pirvapakshi puts forward another theory : 
“mit the denotation of the word to consist in the Ok 
Individual ?” 

The propoundin 
(1) It may have been pro 


ination of the two extr 
ries ; and as such, in keep} i 


“ Why cannot we ad- 
tss as quulified by the 


lishing the Individualistic 


of estab- 
of the propounder, 


„in the mind 
Siddhanti might, by 
belief that in this his 


of the Class ; and hence, with a view 
“to explain the possibility of such actions as washing, Ko., he thigliteame 
“to admit of the denotability of the Indiviðn 


al also, though only as a 


mit the denotability of the 
“ Individual as qualifying the Class, it would become easy for me to lead 


“ him on to my main position, that it is the Individual, and not the Class, 
“ that is denoted by the word.” 


aving made him ad 


But the Siddhantz fully understands the trick, and replies a 
ingly: If that be the case, the word would not be applicable to the Class as 
qualified by another Individual. That is to say, if the word be held òde: 
G he Class as qualified by a particular Individual, then this theory 
— Id be open to all the objections that have been urged above against 

tis pe Individualistie theory—namely, the necessity of assuming 
e 


CCord. 
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manifold potencies in a word, &c., &c., and the impossibility of the word 

applying to another Individual; because in the case of each Individual the 

qualification (of the Class) would be different. Hence we conclude that 

the Class is denoted by the word. 

a Objection : “ But the Class is always recognised as the secondary ele- 
ment in the denotation of a word; and hence the primary denotation 

must consist in something else.” 

It is not so; because it is the Class alone thatis denoted by the word ; 
as for its being the primary or the secondary factor in the denotation, if 
such character be dependent upon the wish of the speaker as to what he 
may desire to‘express by the word, we have nothing to say against it; but 
this cannot shake off the fact of the Class forming the true denotation of 
the word. And actually at the time that it is denoted by the word, it is 
not cognised as the secondary factor; and consequently the mere fact of its 
being meant to be the secondary factor cannot affect our position. 

Objection: “ On account of the arguments urged in the Pirvapaksha, 
“we cannot but accept the Individual to be denoted by the word. If it 
“ be urged that—‘ in that case the word could not be applicable to otuer 
“ Individuals, — (we reply) the Class would serve as the distinguishing 
„mark (even though itself not denoted by the word). For instance, when 
“two men have passed through a village, one of them asks— which was 
“the house of Dévadatta?’—the other replies: ‘the house that had 
“many crows over it was Dévadatta’s’; aud in this case we find that 
though the existence of the crows is not denoted by the word ‘ Déva- 
“datta’s house, yet it serves as a distinguishing mark whereby the man 
“ knows the actual house called Davadatta’s house’; in Chie seme manne 
“though the Class is not actually denoted by the word ‘Cow,’ yet it will 
“serve as the distinguishing mark whereby we would know the actual 
„Individual called Cow.’ 

“The Bhashya has cited the word ‘ Dandi’ (the man with the stick) 5 
“the sense being that just as the Danda is not actually denoted by the 
“ word ‘ Dandi’ though it serves as the distinguishing mark of the person 
„called Dandi,’ in the same manner could the Class serve as the dis- 
„ tinguishing mark of the Individual denoted. 

; „Against this example of the Bhashya, the following © 1 
raised: (1) In the word Dandi its base Danda is actually foun 
“denote the Danda ; how then me it be asserted that the word Dandi does 
: not denote the Danga ? (2) The fact that is under consideration 15 1 56 
k of the Class serving as the distinguishing mark; while the example 
has been cited is one of qualification ’ ! 
n “But none of these objections affect the main > 
meant by the assertion of the Dunga nob being 
47 


pjections are 


osition— (I) What is 
enoted is that it 18 
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x (int), in the word ‘ Dandi ; the sense thus being 
fi e al s word ‘ Dandi,’ though the et aee 
„ ötunlly denoted by the affix, aud Jeb it is found to point he — 3 
“ qualified by the possession of the Danda, in the same manner = 5 
question, though the Class is not denoted, yet the word woul 75 ane 
“Individual as qualified by the Class. (2) As for the objection . 
“ matter in question being the fact of the Class serving as the coin aa 
ing mark, it was not proper for the Bhāshya to cite an nne ot g on 
“ fication,—this is not a proper objection ; because the distinguishing 1 P 

too is only a qualification after all. Or, it may be that the example cite 


ase of Dévadatta’s house); 
in the example cited by the Bhashya. 


arrow, nor a too 
„wide, application of the word (as urged above) against the purely Indi- 
* vidualistic theory. » 


But all this is not Juite to the point. It is true that th 
dutta, and the man with 


house, and“ Dandi’ 
tinguishing mark of the house, only when i 
so also the possession of the stick is recogni 
of the Dandi, only by means of 


e house of Dava- 
the stick are denoted (by the words 


this latter word ; while in the Case jn 


; and as such 


word“ Cow’ found t 
forming part of the word 


such we cannot 
portion of the word ‘Cow’ denotes the Class 


second portion signifies the Individual (as qualified b 
word Dandi,’ the first part ‘Danda’ signifies the 0 
the second part, the affix, denotes the person qualified 


Dandi,’ is 
admit that the first 


Aud 


(if not, then) that which is not cognised not being capable of Serving as 


the distinguishing mark, the contingency of the too end Penne of 
the word remains unexplained, In the case of the 1 Dandi, the case 
. a little different; as the word cannot be used with re crence to the stick 
is ; l wd as cuch it cannot but be admitted to be denotative of the person 
ouly; iż ° 
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qualified (by the possession of the stick); whereas the word“ Cow’ cannot 
be said to be incapable of being used with reference to the Class Cow, 
and as such, necessarily pointing to the Individual as qualified (by the 
Class). Because in the case of such expressions as ‘ Cyénacita’ aud the 
like, we actually find the word Gyéna’ used with reference to the Class. 
And also from invariable concomitance, both negative and positive, we con- 
clude that the word denotes the Class: for instance, in the passage speak- 
of the Cyénacita,’ we actually find the word Cyénxa’ used with reference 
to the Class; and we never find any instance of a word being used with 
reference to the Individual independently of the Class. 

The above arguments also serve to reject all the other alternative 
theories that have been put forward with regard to the denotation of a 
word, Aud thus we conclude that the Word denotes the Class. 


The Parvapaksha arguments—viz., of the impossibility of the Injune— 
tions of such actions as killing, washing, &c.—that have been summed up 
under— 

Sutra (34). “There would be no Actions, and the Injunctions 
would refer to something else, and not to Substances ”— 


Are set aside by the following— 


Sutra (35). The performance of the actions is for the sake of 
a transcendental result; and there is no disjunction. 

All actions of washing, killing, &c., being performed for the sake of 
certain transcendental results, their performance must be taken as part 
of the means of the accomplishment of such results; and the means of 
fulfilling the transcendental results are the Substances, and not the Class ; 
as the former are pointed out by the sacrifices by themselves for their own 
accomplishment, while the latter is incapable of accomplishing any sacri- 
fices. Consequently the denotation of the Class must be accepted, for the 
sake of the pointing out of the exact Substance, and not for the sake of the 
Class itself—(1) because a cognition of the Class by itself is not what is 
sought after; (2) because in that case a denotation of the Class alone 
would have only a transcendental result ; and (3) because, beiug incorporeal, 
it 18 not found capable of helping the sacrifice in any way. Even ina 
case when the Class as signified by a basic noun is recognised as the 
means of performing a sacrifice (as in Soména yajéta’), it is recognised 
only as pointing to a definite Substance, and not to itself independently, 
as by itself it is of no particular use in the performance of the sacrifice. 
Thus then, the denotation of the Class pointing to a definite Substance, 
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i ions of 
and the Substance being quite capable of being related to — € 
killing, washing, &c., as also to Genders, Numbers and Cases, 
nothing that can be urged against our theory. 


ri 2 jon. 
It is with a view to this that the Sutra says—there is no disjunctio 
That is to say, 


(1) even in accordance with the Class-theory, r h a 
disjunction of the actions of washing, §¢c., from the Substances; oF ( sald 
denotation of the Class serving the purpose of pointing to a — a 
stance, there is no disjunction of the performance of the actions men asi 
above; or (3) there being no absolute difference between the Class 
the Individual, 


; ; 2 he 
the Substance is pointed out, at times in the form of t 
Individual, and at others, 


R ish 
in that of the Class, in accordance with the wis 
of the speaker; and as su 
things, enoted (by the word), it does not 
necessitate any multiplicity in the perf 


ormance of the action; or (4) the 
m the Indiy 


idual, the sacrifices per- 
dual may b 


e accepted as performed 
and vice versa; and thus in no case is it 
ke any difference in the performance of Actions (or Sacri- 
fices); or (5 d the Individual serve the purpose of 
eference to whichsoever of these two, the 
both of them come to be recognised as useful; 
unction (of the Actions) from the Substance. 
even in accordance with the Class-theory, such Actions as 
9, &., being quite possible, 


we conclude that it is the Class 
es the denotation of the word 


3 With r 
y be Performed, 
and as such 


ere is no disi 
Thus then . 


killing, washin 
that constitut 


Thus ends the Third—Smrti— Pada of the First Adhyaya, 


ADHYAYA I. 
PADA IV. 


TREATING OF THE NAMES OF SACRIFICES. 


ADHIKARANA (1). 


(Divided into two Adhikuranas in the Vartika: A.—that such words as ‘ udbhid, 
He., also help in the knowledge of Dharma; and B.—that such words are 
names of sacrifices. ) 


Question: The authority of the Veda together with the Smrtis 
having been established, the present was the time for considering the 
meanings of Veda passages (which also are the means of knowing 
Dharma); wherefore and in what connection, then, should the Bhashya 
before having furnished the consideration of the means of knowing 
Dharma, have taken up the consideration of the Names of sacrifices ? 

Some people offer the following explanation : “The question 
“dealt with is—do the words ‘udbhid’ and the like, point out the 
„ materials (to be used at sacrifices) or the names (of sacrifices)? (Thus 
“ the question dealing directly with the means of knowing Dharma.) 

But this is not quite correct; because in this manner all books could 
be explained as the means of knowing; because all Sentences may be ex- 
plained as dealing with the question—does this sentence point out this 
fact or that? 

Some people (notably the author of the Bhashya himself) take the 
Sutra (1) as the Purvapaksha and Sūtra (2) as the Siddhanta of the same 
Adhikarana; but it is necessary for these people to point out what there 
is in Sutra (1) that is not in keeping with the Siddhdnta (that it should ye 
taken as the P arvapaksha). For certainly the assertion of the fact of t t 
words like ‘udbhid’ being included in ‘that which serves the purpose o 
fulfilling an action’ is by no means unacceptable to the Siddhanti. ee = 
explain these two Sutras as embodying the Siddhanta of the two Adhikaras 
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(A. & B.), the Parrapaksha of both being supplied m se 
explanation dealing with the consideration of the n 15 i eee 
and usefulness of certain words with regard to Dharma makes the | 
connected with*the muin subject of the Adhydaya. ] 


ADHIKARANA (A). 


With regard to words like ee (as occurring in such 1 
‘udbhida yajéta pagukamah’), we havea doubt as to whether they h: 
any use in matters relating to Dharma, or not. 

And on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


These words have no use with regard to Dharma, 
no connection with the performance of actions, 
“such performance alone; as has been de 
“three parts of the Veda (viz., 
authority with regard to Dha 

“different from all these thr 
regard to Dharma; 


because they have 
while the Veda deals with 
clared elsewhere also: . Only 
Vidhi, Arthavada and Mantra) have an 
rma; and the words in question being 
ee, they can serve no useful purpose with 
and as such they are absolutely useless,’ (1) These 
words cannot be said to be included in Vidhi; because they do not signify 
“either the Means or the Result or the Method of any sacrifices ; (2) 
“they ave different from Arthavada, because they do not signify any Praise. 
) they cannot be said to Serve the purpose of a Mantra ; because they 
“do not indicate any accessories (Material, Deity, Ke.) of Sacrifices. And 
“apart from these three there is no other use of the Veda; and hence 
“the words in q 


» ; 5 nestion cannot have any authority (with regard to 
Dharma). 


— 


In reply to tlre above, we have the following 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


Sutra (1). It has already h 


„deen explained that the Veda 
helps in the performance of Sacrifices ; 


and hence the whole of it 
should be accepted as serving that purpose. 


That is to say, the whole of the Veda being divided into the aforesaid 
three parts, aud the authoritative e > i a parts having 
been proved by means of the arguments urged a aye du ādas II and ID, 
99 authoritative character of words like ‘udiiid’ cannot be denied, on 
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the ground of their being different from the three parts (because the three 
parts take in the whole of the Veda, and the words in question are found 
in the Veda). 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


It having been shown by the foregoing Adhikarana that the words in 
question have the same use as one of the three parts of the Veda, we 
proceed to consider which one of these uses are fulfilled by them. 

Now then, (1) they cannot serve the purpose of the Arthavāda ; be- 
cause they are not found in connection with any other sentence. It may be 
asked— How can they be denied to be supplementary to a sentence, when 
they are actually found in a sentence, exactly like the assertion — Vayu is 
the eftest deity?’ But it is not so; that which is supplementary to some- 
thing that is enjoined, is what is known as ‘drtharada’; while the words in 
question do not appear apart from the Injunction itself (‘ yajéée ); therefore 
they cannot be said to be supplementary to any Sentence; and we have 
already proved under the Audumbaradhikarana that that which is capable 
of being taken along with an Injunction cannot be taken as mere Praise. 
Nor have we ever found any Praise expressed by a single word ; neither 
do we comprehend any Praise as expressed by the word“ Udbhid.’ Though 
the word could be taken as Praise, inasmuch it is enpable of being ex- 
plained as ‘that by which trees, &e., are cut properly,’—yet such in 
interpretation would be set aside by the most rational fact of the N 
being an Instrument (in the performance of a sacrifice), as is pointe 1 5 
by the Instrumental euding in the word ‘ udbhidā for if mere Praise 


inati i we have 
meant, the noun would have had only the Nominative 1 ee WERA 
in the word * Våyuhł?’ in the neknowledged Arthavada— Vayurva 1 


shtha décata.’ 11 2 

(2) Nor can the word ‘udbhid’ be taken as a Mantra; because it is 
not recognised as one; and also because the students of the Veda do not 
any such Mantra, And being a single word it cannot be said to 
stand in need of something elso (which it would indicate exactly as the 
Mantra indicates the Materials and Deities of sacrifices); and as it is recog- 
pised as the ‘ Instrument,’ it cannot be said to bring about an idea of any- 
thing else (in the shape of the Material or the Deity). Nor do we find tle 
d itself denoting anything that would form the material part of a Sac- 


and no sentence that actually indicates anything not forming a 
as auxiliary to the sacrifice. 


remember 


wor 
rifice ; 
material part of the Sacrifice, can he accepted 1 
If we set about assuming a material to be indicated by the Mantra (iu the 


arr lica- 
shape of the word“ Udbhùl’ , it would be a most unwal rantable 105 m 
4 . 21. „ hic 
tion of matters. Nor de we find any Vedic text, like the Saklavinre 
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ADHI (1) B. 


i ing employed at certain ematia) 
layi A piapia 0 ae a 3 — so that the afore 
a a — of the material too is not possible. 
italt capable of being employed as a Mantra; 
assume any Injunctions of its em 


Nor again is the word 
so that we cannot even 


i the 

ployment, as we do in the e 

2 ‘ 1 

Mantra ‘Ish tua’ and the rest. And lastly, it is evident that 
antr 


Ae 787% % uch, it 
forms part of the Brahmana passage ‘udbhida yajéta and as such, 
or f 0 
cannot be taken as a Mantra. 


Thus then, 
the Injunction itself 


of a Sacrifice. 


And on this point, we have the following 


PU RVAPAKSHA (B). 

It is the material (axe) tl 
“because the universal] 
“cause a distinctly us 
“ pretation is my 
“the particular 
5 versally recog 


at is enjoined by the word ‘udbhida’ ; (1) 
y recognised f i authoritative; (2) be- 
eful pur and (3) because this inter- 
ch more capable of prompting men to the performance of 
action, thau any other. (a) T 


nised fact that the noun < 
ae cutting instrument (the Axe); 
“anything else ; 


> it is an uni- 
udbhid’ literal] 


udbhida’ 


Veda; because the 
enotation) 


is not fixed by the Scriptures 
As for the Instrumental endin 
“ Instrumentality, and it i 


Dotent subst 


relation- 
(but by 
es mere 
> Or the Potency re- 
apable of Serving as the 
And it is only 

“to serve a distinctly usefu 


when the Injunction is found 
mul Purpose that ; mpt people to the 
“ particular course of action 


it can pro 
i those Persons that 
“ recognise the word ‘ udbhi y I 


f the material) that 


: entioned; for if such 
Without 


g, it signifi 


“fact of the Injunction serving a useful 
“the engagement that is not preceded b 
u N b) Or, the word uh, may be taken as the I 

ms : —— of the universally recognised 

; 2 rea of the word may be explained 

“ihe K 


t would be as good ag 
y any dist 


Djunction of a 
meaning of the Word ; 
as the ‘fact of its hay- 


ing’; the scuse of the argument in this case being that in a 
s ing a meaning |; 
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“name the literal significance of the word is not always recognised (while 


“it is recognised in the case of the word ‘ udbhid,’ which, therefore, can- 
not be a name). 

„(e) Or, the fact of the word ‘ndbhid’ having a significance only wlien 
“taken apart from the ‘sacrifice, ’ may be employed as an argument 
“against its being taken as a Name specially as the word ‘ udbhid’ serves 
“a purpose totally different from that served by the root yajt (= to sacri- 
“fice, in the word ‘yajéta’); and thus alone is it possible for the person 
“to be prompted to the particular action. 

“Tt may be urged that, ‘even a name while qualifying or specifying 
“the sacrifice, would serve to prompt the person to the particular course 
“of action,’ 

But this is not possible; why ? Because the Class“ sacrifice ’ not being 
= n fit object of Injunction, the root ‘yaji’ itself points to the Individnal 
i SHOEI ee and if the name (‘ udbhid ) be held to denote the Cluss ‘ sacri- 

fice,’ then it ceases to be a name! That is to say, when the root itself is 
ë found to indicate the Individual sacrifice, on account of the Class (which 
. is directly denoted by it) not being capable of being enjoined, then what 

is left to be done by the name ? While if the name udbhid’ be held to 
‘t denote the Individual sacrifice, then a generic name not being desirable 
“for a particular sacrifice, the word would be altogether irrelevant ; and 
“we shall explain later on that the object, specified (i. e., the sacrifice) 
being itself n well-established entity, the name could not be accepted ar 
“enjoining it. Even though at times it may be possible for words use 
““udbhid’ to have a specific (and not a generic) denotation, yet 55 
í such specific denotation being invariably accompanied awe 

element, it can have no connection with the root /i. a 

“And further, the Injunction itself becomes much simpler, if the word 
“ ‘udbhidā’ is taken as laying down the material ; because in that case, it 
„would be merely refering to the sacrifice enjoined elsewhere [that is 
teto say, the meaning of the Injunction would only mean that one should 
perform the sacrifice with the axe, the Injunction enjoining only the mate- 
„rial, its work being thereby much more lightened than if it had to en- 
join the sacrifice also]. > 

“ Against this it might be urged that, in that case the force of the 
“ Injunction having been exhausted in the Wing down of the material, 
ai the sacrifice itself would remain unenjoined ; and then, as there would + 
a no sacrifice laid down, there would be nothing at which the 39 1 
ier would be employed, and hence the Injunction of the matora 

115 k absolutely useless.’ a fetes, the 
“ sacrifics a of this objection, it is snid—prakriau Jyotish 0 f Aurillary 

enjoined along with tho jyotishtoma, of which it is ® 
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š taken as laying 
d that— if all names be : ‘she 
“It may, however, S p at the sacrifices, even the word . a 

; the materials to be use oe nly point ou 
“down 8 ion ‘ Jyotishtoména yajéta’ would only p ned 
„„ 5 ad th sacrifice would remain as EELS 
ial to be employed; and the a> , t of this 
Haa pale But, as a matter of fact, there is no other way a yajēta’ 
« aifficalty than to admit one of these sentences (. i ; be- 
“and ‘udbhida yajéta ’) to enjoin the sacrifice (and not 5 ae e 
cause in the absence of an Injunction of periods. oe ri 1a’ alone to 
“ materials is impossible; hence we admit the vord ae vial) Or, we 
“ bo the name of a sacrifice (and not the Injunction ofa a er : E n of 

“may take the sentence ‘Jyotishtoména yajéta’ to be the "J 


5 : p ile the 
“a sacrifice performed with the particular material pointed out; while 
‘« other words may be taken as Inj 


“It may be urged that—‘j 


5 trom the Jyotishtoma itself; and thus there ping 
“ no subsidiary sacrifices, the Jyotishtoma could not be the primary (Pra 
“rti) of any sacrifices - 


d not be spoken of as such.’ 


with the view of the Siddhanti 
ch words to be names 
“ But we can ex 


Plain the sentence ¢ Prakrtau Jyotishtome’ ina differ. 
“ent way altogether. Prakrti is that a consi ion of which has been in- 
“ troduced ; hence the sentence would mean that the sacrifice, at which the 
1 % d would be used asa material, ig enjoined in connection with the 
63535 =e Passage ‘ udbhida yajéta’ is found in the same con- 
text as the Jyotishtoma sacrifice). 
Or, the Jyotishtoma could be spoken of as the 
“in comparision with the various sacrifices r 
„Boes (apart from the Jyotishtoma), 
“ tences ‘ Athaisha Jyotih, * &e., whic 
‘terminations are nnconnected with any verbs, 
“ablo of being taken as Injunctions of materials. 
Another objection is raised: 


As for the Tyotishtoma Sacrifice, its 
“original Injunction itself lays down the Soms and the Jyotishtoma ag 
. to be employed at it, the Lujunction of any other material for 
e he iD like ‘ udbhid’ being laid down in view of 
P E O of certain definite desirable 7 8 5 set 
other materials tha: may have been laid do 


is an admitted fact that the materials laid dow 
o It 28 


Primary (Prakrti), 
ecognised as distinct sacri- 
—being pointed out by the sen- 
h being devoid of any Instrumental 
and as such, are not cap- 


the ob- 
aside all 
ginal Injunction. 


n in the original 
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“Injunction can be utilised only at the necessary Actions (2.6, the a 
“that are performed as mere duties and not with a view to the 5 
“of any desirable results). Or, it may be that though the origina [nj ans 
“tion has laid down the Jyotishtoma as to be performed with certain < e n 
“nite materials, yet the subsequent Injunctions (like wbhida yajeta,’) 
„could ba taken as laying down other materials for the same sacrifice, the 
“injunction of the sacrifice itself, without the material, being 5 
“from the original Injunction; and thus the material laid down 175 tho 
subsequent Injunction would be in no way different from ehh aie 0 
in the original one. Otherwise we would be, as the Bhashya thinks, 
“obliged to accept both materials as optional alternatives. ” 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


Sutra (2). That (word) must be a name, which at first ap- 
pears new; because it cannot lay down (the material). 


We proceed to explain the words of the Sūtra: When a ro 
“udbhid’—is such that, when first heard, it ‘appears new i. e., rie 
cognised as signifying anything definite,—then, if it be come 0 its 
of all, in a Vedic Injunction, it must bo taken as a name, on 85 a Hāra- 
co-extensiveness (with the sacrifice enjoined). Or, the clause 97 ee 
piérvam’ may mean that inasmuch the word ‘udbhid’ would 555 it may 
definite sacrifice (not otherwise got at) it would not be . aie 
be explained thus: The question being—‘ whose name ere the per- 
be? —, the Sutra replies— tho name belongs to that sacri : 1 
formance of which would accomplish a particular 5 2 85 rane 

Now, what is the reason for holding the word to bea Na h mate- 
the Sutra ‘ Avidiaykatvat’—‘ Bocause it cannot lay down (the mi 


ord 


. explain— If the word laid down the material, the material eres 
laid down—(1) either with reference to the Result (the meaning of 35 1115 
junction being one should think of obtaining cattle by means ar 
udbhid axe); or (2) with regard to the sacrifice (the meaning R 
‘one should accomplish the sacrifice by means of the axe’); or (3) 11001 
reference to both taken together (the meaning being one should 9 Dut 
the cattle by means of the sacrifice with the axe for its material.“) 
nagae of these is possible. Result, 
(1) If the Material wore laid down with reference to . 
then — (a) the Injanctive affix (in ‘ yajēta °) would lay down 25 2 5 tho 
ship of words other than in which it happens to be (that 18 3 
In junction would refer to the causa) relationship of the o with 
with the Result, obtaining of cattle, without having anything © 
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: ationship 

eifice itself); (b) we would have to assume a se sine 
ae i a two words ‘udbhidā’ and t pagukamah,’ whic uh! having 
Tare T far apart from one another ; (c) the verbal root 8 would lie 
* pe do with the Injunction, the sole purpose of * tö reject 
— Pie makes the use of the affix possible; (d) ne eee as the 
the Soma, which has been laid down in the pe a the absurdity 
material to be used at the sacrifice; and (e) we would hav 


z could 
À f which 

of the sacrifice being performed with a material (remnants of) 
not he eaten. 


ifice, 
the Sacri 
(2) If the material were laid down with reference to 


nor 
useless; n 
then—(a) the mention of the Result would be absolutely 
could the Result be taken as ¢ 


e because 
lunlifying the Jyotishtoma SEA results ; 
ee sira 5 
poken of as bringing about all naa a syntacti- 
„its qualification by any one result would resu ou 3 
cal split; and the objections (a) (c) (d) and (e), pointed out above, 
also apply to this theory, as 


s ed 
also the contingency of the ave being * 
as an optionnl alternative to Soma, 

G) Similarly too, if the 
ing the sacritice, then, 
renounce their 
fied mixed si 
potentialities 


of the Injun 
qualified without a distine 
have to resort to the i 


word ‘udbhida’ (which 
vata’=by that by which 
necessary for us t 


this sacrifice has been s 
and as such 


material be taken to be laid down 1 
(a) all the words in the sentence vr unli- 
own direct significations (as none of them has such a f tive 
gnification); ) we would have to assume various 05 “ A 

ction (as there could be no signification of the 
t signification of the qualification); (e) we would 


ndirect possessive indication, in the case of the 
would have to be taken as indicating ‘ wibhid- 
h 


tas the udbhid for its material; (d) it would be 
o reje 


ct the intimate relationship of co-extensiveness 
(between the ‘ sacrifice’? and the 
out by the fact 


‘udbhid’) which is distinctly pointed 
À i of the former beino signified by a verbal root with an 
Injunctive affix (which has also Ris Instrumental force), while the latter 
has in itself an strumental termination; and (e) lastly, the sacrifice 
Ros the med with a material that could not be eaten. f 10 
se reasoug the word udbhida’ cannot be taken as lay ing dow 
ret n eee, an this is what is pointed out by the Bhashya : 
(If it ware the njunction of a material) the sentence would directly denote 
the udbhid anq indirectly indicate that in which it would be employed as the 
material. The bashya may also be read as— Vakshyanti lakshayét (the 
© same), 


thus explained the implications of the noun ‘ udbhid,’ the 
Bhagisa proceeds to show that the same facts are also pointed out by the 
Insteamental affix (in! udbhidd ): One should accomplish by means of wa at 
rijice, + Tiat is to say, whether the passage be taken as an independen 


meaning being th 


Having 
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Injunction by itself or as supplementary to another Injunction, the 
Sacrifice is recognised to be the Instrument (of the accomplishment of a 
certain result); aud hence the word (‘ udbhida’) also with an Instrumental, 
ending, occurring in close proximity to the words signifying the sacrifice 
cannot but be taken as denoting the Instrument. 

The Bhashya says From the Noun which denotes the karana’— 
(Instrument), &. Go.; aud against this, it may be argued that —,“ in all 
onses the case-significations being held to belong to the Terminations (as is 
distinctly laid down in such passages as ‘by meaus of the third case- 
termination which signifies Instrumentality, &c.’), how can the Noun be 
spoken of as expressing the karana (or Instrument)? 

But this does not affect the position of the Bhashya; (1) because 
what is meant by the passage in question is that the Noun signifies the 
Substratum of the Instrumentality. (2) Or, the assertion may be said to be 
based upon the fact of the Noun having a signification similar to that of 
the word ‘karana’ [that is to say the Noun ‘udbhid,’ means ‘that by 
which is shot forth (the particular result),’ and this is similar to the 
signification of the word ‘karapa’ which means that by which some, 
thing is dune.’] Specially as the word made up of the kré affix ‘kvip’ 
(viz, the word ‘karuga, as also the word“ udbhi2’) signifies a certain sub- 
Stance endowed with a definite case-potentiality, and not the potentiality 
alone, apart from the substance; and it is for this reason that we find the 
word ‘karana’ taking other case-terminations also—as karandga) with 
the Dative), kuranam (with the Accusative) and the like; for if no sub- 
stance were signified by the word (‘ karana, ) then the only case-termina- 
tion applicable to it would be that which is indicated by the affix ‘kvip 
(and this would be the Instrumental only); and the substance (that 
would be signified by the word ‘karapa’) would not be capable of any 
other case-potentiality; because one potentiality cannot have another 
potentiality. Thus then, all words with the kré affix being found to be 
significant of certain substances with definite potencies, it is only proper 
to speak of the Noun (‘udbhid’) as signifying the ‘ karana.’ 

The upshot of all this is this: In the passage ( udbhida yajeta paguka- 
mah’) the Noun, that signifies what is recoguised to be the Instrument, 
must take the Instrumental case-termination; and it is the Sacrifice aud 
not the material, that is recognised to be the Instrument (or means) of 
seg th pil aya wo shal expan ma on; 08 Nem 
tie tases, 5 e wor udbhid denotes the sacrifice, uber 1 Jy taken 
along with (hes Sea modig, and be capable of being PERS Abe any 

word ‘sacrifice’ in) the sentence; whereas if i 


other meaning, i ted with 
g, it woud be altogether irrelevant (and unconnecte 
any portion of the sentence.) ( 
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Objection: “The fact of the word ‘ udbhid’ signifying a substance 
“being cognised by means of direct sense-perception, exactly as in the 
“ease of such words as ‘urihi,’ ‘soma’ and the like, wherefore is 
“it sought to be set aside by the inference of the fact of its signify- 3 
ing the Instrument? ‘hat is to say, in the case of such sentences as i 
“tsomēna yajéta,’ even though the sacrifice is recognised as the means (of 
“ obtaining a particular result), and the word ‘soména’ has the Instru- 
mental case-ending,-—yet this is not taken alone (as co-exteusive) with the 
“sacrifice (the Soma being taken as the material); and there is nothing 
very incongruous in this; we could have exactly the same thing in the 
base in question also. [ And, says the Bhashya, though this would 
“involve the necessity of having recourse to possessive indication in the 
ease of the word xdbhida’ which would have to be taken as signifying 
“by that which has the udbhid for its material, yet there would be no 

“harm in having recourse to such Indication ; because this is an ordinary 


process of interpretation, whil ssumption of something absolutely 


“unknown, for instance the fact of ‘udbhid’ bei f a parti- 
“cular sacrifice would be a udbhid’ being the name of ap 


“ Siddhanti] (The — most unwarrantable liberty taken by the 
green scum found o h ya uses the word ‘hatha,’ which means the 
“ hand, closes in a aiis tae surface of water, which, when removed by the 
“ sion, it is buat’ and cannot be kept away; and on the present ‘occa- 
To this Obiedtign used in the sense of an wrwarrantable liberty).” 

Aaninentien is E E Lepe the following reply:—A word, whose 

Ineanings, has it ee occurring along with words of well-known - 
88 as its meaning ascertained by means of these ] 


a word, the meaning of ich ; 
Which is w j 

$ i ell-k ' 

meaning. That is to say known, is never 

~v?) 


‘ such Words as T7775? 
28 155 as Prihi 
their meanings 80 very well-known e it, 
„ th 
and hence į 


along with (as co-extensive with 
m as laying dow 
| On the other hand 
and the like, the only meaning tha 


bosing they 


atter; whereas 
Separated from this 
‘Soma’ and the like have 


at they can never be taken apart 


from these meanings ; 
n such passages as 


they cannot be taken 
are obliged to take the 
the sacrifices, 


mend yajéta,’ as 


mployed at 
in the case of such words as ‘ udbhid,’ 
the meanings of the parts com 
word is as capable of being ¢ 
praptih yeaa, that which 


hich is derived from 


ying the sacrifice (udbhidyute paçu- 
i cattle) as the material 
y which tree, &e., aro cut); and hence 
ption lending any support is either; as 
Ctionable in having recourse to T A 
ug of the word. And, as a matter of fact, for 
> Meaning of all words, the one most important 


3; and it ig by this very 


we do not find Direct Sense-porei 


thers con be nothing Very’ obje 
fay nevertaining the true meanj 
the ace reining of the true 
ait X 


means i the wen kuo wn relation of co-extensirenes 
means 
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meaus that the principal Instrumentality, having obtained its chief sub- 
stratum in the sacrifice, becomes capable of drawing the Noun (‘udbhid ’) 
also to its Own purpose. 

And further, if the word ‘udbhida’ be taken as pointing out the 
name of the sacrifice, all that has got to be done by the word is to signify 
a concurrent Instrumentality in connection with the sacrifice (which is 
directly recognised as the Instrument); and the task of the Injunction 
becomes much lightened; while if the word be taken as laying downa 
material for the sacrifice, even the Number and the Case of the word will 
have to be accepted as objects of the Injunction. That is to say, in ac- 
cordance with your theory, it would be necessary to assume a distinct 
peléntiality of the Injunction with regard to the special termination (in 

udbhida 55 
, Thus then, we conclude that the various parts composing the word 

udbhid’ are quite well-known as pointing to the sacrifice. Nor can it be 
urged that, inasmuch as the Molishtoma, &., are also capable of bringing 
forth their results, the name ‘udbhid , moat belong to them mye i 
cause the particles composing the word (as occurring in the sentence in 
question) can refer to only that sacrifice, a co-extensiveness with which is 
Pointed out in the sentence; and as a Witten of fact (this co-extensiveness 
18 perceived only with reference to the particular sacrifice that brings 
about the acquisition of cattle, and) we do not find the word“ udbhid’ ever 
mentioned along with the Jyotishtoma, &c. (and as such its co-exten- 
Siveness with these can never be benni Or, it is only by means of 
the Apparent Incousisteney (of the expressed co-extensiveness) that pas 
bringing about (udbhēdana) can be recognised as referring =e particular 
result only; and as there is no such Apparent Inconsistency in the case of 
the Jyotishtoma, &c., the name ‘ udbhid’ can never be attributed to them. . 

We have in the Sara, the word ‘avidhdyakatvat’; and in explaining 
this, the Bhashya says: It will not enjoin (or lay down), &e. And the sense 
of this is that we do not take the passage in question as actually laying down 
the name ‘ Udbhid’ as belonging to the particular sacrifice, as we have 
Päuini's Sura I-i-1, directly laying down that the name ‘Vrddhi’ belongs 
to At and Aic; (nor have we any necessity of taking the passage thus), 
becanse this fact is pointed ont by the directly expressed co-extensiveness 
(of the Udbhid with the sacrifice) and the well-known meaning afforded by 
the component parts of the word ‘Udbhid’ But all that the Bhüshya 
means is that the passage does not mean that one should obtain cattle by 
ome of ae sacrifice, and this sacrifice ig named Udbhid’ (because that 
— eee : mignon split); but at the same time, it panndt be 
to the sents Ga dee, distinctly points to the fact of the nem R is that 

as the ouly meaning that the passage o heave is 


elong ng 
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‘one should obtain cattle by means of the Udbhid-sncrifice )* because it is 
thus alone that the passage could point to a particular sacrifice. a 
Though in the present case (the Udbhid and the Sacrifice not ee 
the same case-ending) there is no direct co-ordination between the name = 
the named, yet the relationship between them cannot be any other 9 05 
that of the qualification (name) and the qualified (named) i because all t B 
the name does is to point to a certain object as distinguished by its own 
verbal form. [That is to say, it is only when the co-ordination is 
between what are signified by the words that it is necessary for these to 
have the same case-ending ; whereas in the case of the Name, it is by its 
mere verbal form that it Specifies an object; and as such it does not stand 
in need of the Co-ordination obtained from the fact of the two words 
having the same Case-ending}. It may be urged that—“ in that case you 
word ‘ Udbhida’) of the verbal form of 
ot quite compatible with your tenets).” But, asa 
of the word (‘ Udbhid *) being cognised by 
it is only that which is specified by that form 
e denoted by the word. And as for the law 1 5 
i Qualified until there has been an idea of the quali- 
fication, —al] that this law laya down is that the A adie 


® word u 
ed under “ Sense-perception „ 


And again, it is only by such 

that the subsidiary sacrifices can be veir Pri 

otherwise, in the sentence Udbhida fice, wore v0 
ia l ifice, were not 

specife y t e name (Udbhid), me to be taken 

only as pointing out certain other & i i 

tue Primary sacrifice itself, and stinct Sacrifice, 
Or. the relation of the qualificati 


(between the 
name (lbhie ‘and the particular sacrifice) may he accepted as based upon 


the fact of all names really expressing some qualification of the Actions 


Dames an ' Udbhid? and the like, 
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just as the words ‘Red,’ ‘one-year old,’ &c., express certain qualities of the 
cow; nor, in that case, can the mention of the sacrifice itself (by the word 
yajéta) be said to be redundant (on the grouud of tne name itself pointing 
to a particular sacrifice) ; because without the mention of the sacrifice by the 
root ‘yagi’ there would be nothing to show that Udbhid’ was the name 

of a particular sacrifice; and it is through the mutual proximity (of the name 

with the ‘sacrifice’) that we get at the facts that the name belongs to a 

sacrifice, and that the sucrifice meant is that which is specified by the name, and 

not all sacrifices in general, or the Primary sacrifice of the Jyotishtome ; and 

thus the mention of both (the name and tho ‘sacrifice ’\ is distinctly 

useful, 

And as the Injunction is that of the sacrifices as specified by the name 
‘ Udbhid, both of these are matters actually laid down by the Injunction ; and 
hence it cannot be said to be a mere supplementary explanation (of 
another injunction). And thus we find that the fact of“ Udbhid’ being the 
name of a sacrifice is not contrary to the fact of the passage being an 
Injunction (though it is contrary to tho fact of its being an Injunction of 
a particular material). And thus it is apparent that the assertion of the 
Pirvapaksha—that the word ‘Udbhid’ forms part of the Injunction of a 
material,—as also the assertion (of a scion of the Siddhanti), that the 
Name is something apart from the three portions of the Veda, the Vidhi, 
the Mantra and the Arthavida,—are equally wrong. 

Nor can it be urged that, if the word ‘Udbhida’ be taken as pointing 
out the name of a sacrifice, it could be of no use in prompting men to the 
performance of any particular action. Because we actually find such 
names serving distinctly useful purposes in various periods vf the perfor- 
mance of an action. For instance, during the appointment of the Rtvik 
priest, the Master of the sacrifice says, ‘I have got to perform such and such 
a sacrifice,’ where the mention of the mere name of the sacrificer is a very 
much simpler process of pointing it out than any description of the details 
of the sacrifice itself; so also when one is about begin the Darga-Parna- 
mäst, a sare makes such declarations as— May such and such a result 
follow rom t le performance of the Durga and the Pürnamũsu (when the 
name 15 mentioned in connection with the accessories of the sacrifice), aud 
T 1 I perform the Darga and the Pärnamāsa (where the 
ante ntioned in connection with the Result); and none of these 

o possible if there were no such names of sacrifices as the ‘Darya 
and the ‘ Pirnamasa,’ Ko. 

Thus then, we conclude that such words as ‘ Udbhid’ and the like are 
the names of particular sacrifices, 


emi 
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ADHIKARANA (2). 
[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ Citrā’ and the like being 
names of sucrifices]. 


— — 


Sutra (3). That wherein accessories are laid down must be 
related ta a Primary Sacrifice. 

We now proceed to consider 
convention, and not one that is 
words, for instance, as Vrihi’ 
Classes and Properties, 
ded in the foregoing 


those words that have a meaning fixed by 
Signified by its component parts i such 
and the like, which denote particular 
The case of these words cannot be said to be inclu- 


Adhikarana, because the meaning of these words 


which is directly expressed by the words themselves, cannot be neglected 
for the sake of an Instrumentality that is on] 


in the ease of the word Uadbhid? 
reject its literal meaning, on 
in the bringing abo 


ality of the Vadbhig 
* Citra,’ however. i 


. 8 < d " 
; Inthe case of the word 
y@’ eta, inasmuch as the menn- 


y convention, no amount of inferred In- 
eject that meaning, ] 


should have cited su 
passages (DE 


yaik sturvata? (2) « Prshthath stuvale, ‘ bahishpevamanen y 
be, which are i ictive sente 


nees (and not sne 
“ dary sentences as ‘pancadaçãjyāni, &.). Bec 
fact of a word be laying down 
* sacrifice, rtained in e 


cepted in all op 


ch instances as the 


h secon. 
ause it is ouly when the 
an accessory detail of the 
onnection with original Seutences, 
dinary usage; and ag such it iş ouly such 
* sentences that should have been cited ag instances,” 
All this may be true; but the Sutra itself h 
tences in view, because it distinctly 
land down, which Shows that it had only 
view. 


But why should the Sutra have neg 
tences P” 


ad not such or 
that wherein an 
the secondary 


iginal sen- 
accessory is 
sentences in 
lected to eite the original sen- 

Because there would be no difference in the main result of the diseus- 
sion, whichsoever sentence be cited as an example. Or, it may be that 
purposely chosen, because it is only in the 


Principal reason 


that in the case 
of the two theories be accepted (. e., 


taken as names or as 


secondary sentences have hee 
ease o” these that we have a 
for rejecting the Pérrapa, 
of the original sentences, 


=- U . — + 
i = 9 words ‘ayy, ke. be pointing ‘to 
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accessory details) there is a certain factor that remains wanting; and as 
such there is no means to ascertain definitely which one of the two theories 
is to be accepted; and hence this ascertainment being got at only by 
other means, these sentences could not have served as the appropriate 
examples. 

That is to say, the word ‘djya’ signifying butter cannot be recognised 
as a name of certain hymns ; and what is mentioned in the passage is that 
‘one hymns by those that are djya;’ and bere what are those that are 
named ‘ajya,’ and how they are denoted by the word, cannot be ascer- 
tained by the original sentence itself, without some help from without ; 
and further, it is necessary to explain the reason why in the original sen- 
tences, the words aya,’ &c., abandon their conventional meanings, and 
become the names of the hymns, &c. And thus we find that the ‘Name 
theory stands in need of some extraneous help, In accordance with the 
other theory also (in which case the sentence would mean ‘one hymns by 
the butter’), it is absolutely impossible for the butter to be an Inetrument 
of hymning ; aud hence it would be necessary to take the word ‘aya’ as 
indirectly indicating the Mantra related to that word; and in that case wo 
shall require another sentence laying down such relationship (of the word 
Ja with a particular Mantra ; that is, we shall require a declaration 
that the word ‘ajya’ means the Mantra that contains the word’) ; be- 
cause if the original sentence itself be made to give this meaning, it would 
be necessary to have recourse to Possessive Indication. These objections 
cease to apply if the word ‘djya’ in the sentence in question, be taken 
only as pointing out a meaning or relationship laid down elsewhere ; aud 
thus in this case also the fact of certain Mantras being related to the 
‘ajya’ has got to be ascertained from other sources. 

Thus then, we find that in the case of both theories, there is a 
certain element wanting that has to be supplied from extraneous sources; 
and hence the sentence comes to signify only the hymnin, the sense of 
the word dia, &c., being ascertained by other means. 
1 e 8 . . 5 iad 
such this has not been eit i e by its component ee re- 

oing Ädhikarațu. Wi ed, on account of its being included in the fo: f 
i inoue gy 1 ule others treat of the case thus: The stotra . 

° asen as tue Nominative of the ‘sanctifying, as the sacrifice (in the 
mare à a ana) has been taken as that of ‘bringing forth; 17 
of the i 5 that is the real sanctifying agent. And the one 3 int- 
d pavamāna’ not being found to be capable of directly po" 
mg to any Action, the word will have to be taken as pointing to an EER 
in which we use a mantra that has a sanctifying meaning è and this- won: 
zuvolvo an indirect Indication per Indication ; and this process 18 
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„en; and a8 mare 
undoubtedly more complicated than simple Possessive P i that is to 
‘the case of this sentence also is met by the ‘ syntactical sp sample: r 
be shown in the Siddhanta) ; and hence this too is a fitting e ments base 
In the Pürrapakska of this discussion also, the argu c., &. are 
upon the universally recognised signification of the yards; aksha of the 
just the same as those that have been detailed in the Parvap 
foregoing Ad hixarand. gine l 
And inasmuch as the Siddhauta speaks of the word ihe sacrifices 
been taken (in the Pirvapaksha) as pointing to an accessory of 9 
having the Citra (variegated) colour, we infer that the Parvaper 


‘ a: ory o 
the sentence Citraya yajéta’ as the Injunction of an accessory 
Agnishomiya sacrifice, 


And in support of this, 


-3 having 


they advance the following arguments :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The variegated colour an 
“ plicable to animals only; an 
but be taken ag subsidiary to 


' ap- 
d the feminine character are ne oak 
d as such the sentence in b which 
“a f the Daiksha (Aynishomiya) sacrifice, $ 
“ 1 e Primary of all sacrifices sera with animals. ae = 
33 the differentiation into Feminine, Masculine, Go., apar 
animals, is based upon a mere likeness of words, while in the pone 
“of animals, it is based upon real facts of nature. The Principal sacrifice, 
i however, (in whoge context we have the sentence ‘ Citrayé yajéta’) hav- 
4 8 Curds, &e., for its material, cannot be accepted as having anything 
4 to do with the two characteristics of variegated colour and female character 
denoted by th 


e word ‘Oitraya’; and hence we extract these two 
general; but on 


„only to animals, 
40 i 


40 


the rule laid down in Sutra 1II1— 
Agnishomiya sacrifice, which is the most 
“ Primary of all such Sacrifices. Ang though the connection of such an 
“animal (of a Variegated colour and a female) would be in opposition to 
“ the character of the auimal for t 


ae he Agnishome 
ont in the original Injunction of 


male deer,—yet any one of these characters could be taken as rej 
“the othcr; or they may both be accepted as optional alternativos, 
“already becn shown in a foregoing Parvapaksha. 
“Or, we may bring forward here the arguments that have been shown 
“under the N II-vi-9 eg seg. [That is to say, under these Sutras 
“it has been shown that the number seventeen being found to be mentioned 


as has 


— — 
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“in connection with the Samidhenis only, the connection of this num- 
“ber with any particular sacrifice cannot be definitely ascertained ; while 
„the relationship of the particular sacrifice with the number fifteen is 
“ definitely ascertained; and hence it is only proper that the relationship 
“of the number seventeen should be set aside by that of the number fifteen ; 
“in the case of the cariegated colour and the feminine character, however, 
“ inasmuch as these are found to be mentioned in connection with a sacri- 
“ fice, their connection with a particular sacrifice of the Agnishomiya is as 
 peasonable as that of the black deer, &c., because both of these are equally 
“connected with animals, and the rule laid down under the Sätra III— 
“vi—2 is equally applicable to both; and in the Pérvapaksha of the 
“ Adhikarana beginning with III- vi—9, it has been argued that, iuas much 
“as both the numbers fifteen and serenteen are equally related to the Sami- 
“ dhéni, both are to be accepted as optional alternatives; and in the same 
“manner, in the case in question, the two different kinds of animals are to 
“he alternatively employed at the Agnishomiya sacrifice]. And the 
“sense of all this is that, as there would be no syntactical split, there 
“would be an injunction of many things mentioned by a single word, 
“as is distinctly pointed out by tho fact of the animal as qualified by the 
“variegated colour and the feminine character being expressed by the 
“single case-tormination (the Iustrumontal). And as for the word 
“í paçukāämah,' it may be explained as forming part of the acquiring of the 
“ cattle for the sacrifice, and as such it would be taken as only describing 
“an already existing fact, and not as pointing out the Result to be 
„obtained from the sacrifice; nnd certainly no animal-sacrifice can be 
performed by one who does not want to obtain an animal (for the pur- 
“ noses of sacrifice.) 
“Says the Bhashya: The sentence ‘ citraya yajéta pagukamah' is de- 
“ scriptive of the sacrifice, as it is already well-known. The meaning of this 
N is that the eee potentiality having, in all cases, been found to 
“ave tensa tl to motor word in the sentenco, whi «eel 
“ merely describing a well e i the root itself cannot but be taken 98 
e 55 ah s ablished fact. That is to say, whenever he 
„rot, wo are faced b 5 ai 1 75 that would be enjoined by sable 
en lil 70 te Ne contingency of having to assume ae a to 
“take it us mily 895 oe thare at „ mn y in we 
“cannot 8 ace e oud oe ene obliged to 
do it (on ac 8 presence of an Injunction, unless we i of 
ans f onon of the impossibility of its being taken as 0 e 
. ordinary fact). Tu the case of the sentence in question, 1880 
we know of a particular sacrifice, the Agnishomiya, being ©° 8 
“through the auimal sacrificed, with the varieguted colour and the feminine 
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“ character; and as such there can be no difficulty in taking it as merely 
“ describing this relationship. f 8 

“Says the Bhashya: If the result be held to follow from the materia 
“ itself, the root ‘ yagi’ becomes redundant, And on this there arises the ques- 
“ tion— How is it that the Pūrvapaksha is represented as objecting to its 
“own theory of the sentence being the Injunction of a material? 

“Some people meet this difficulty by the assertion that the sen- 
“tence that should have formed part of the Siddha@nta, has been 


inserted here by mistake. While others offer the explanation that by 
“attributing the result to tk 
“factor in the Tojunction, ar 
“ character), the Sentence co 
Accessory detail, 
“ But none of these ex 
“ any case, the assertion tha 
“ sory detail is alwa 
particular sacrifice ; and eyen when the Res 


planations is quite satisfactory, Because in 
s the Injunction of an acces- 
at it supplies the name of a 
ult is held to follow from the 
» the fact of such injunction being 
eing a name remains unaffected. And 
3 on: It is only when this Adhikarana 
ere eiscussion as to whether the word is the Injune- 
h : = 1 * bias page bkas, or a name, 4 ne 8 > attri- 
“ extensiveness of the materi . cif 10 sit no absolute co. 
“cepted as the injunction tenn) | would come to be 

Therefore, 
“ following facts: 


ar to be three distinct theories: 


tail, as lending to a particular 
detail with reference to the sacri- 


And any one of 
3 : Therefore one who takes hi 

“stand upon the Pérvapakshg 18 represented i = — 
Age i tosetie ih — Presented in the Bhashya passage under 


“ ground that in that case the root ‘yaji? will come to h 
altogether irrelevant to the main subject, 


E 8e rea ; ; 
For these re =i We conclude that the word ‘citraya’ lays down the 

rial] for saerl i 77127 M 
“ material = a bail 5 — . 15 the word ‘wihibhih’ in the sentence vrihy- 
ü bhiryajela, And though t e Sacrifice’ ig represented as the means 
(ot acquiring the Result), yet its instrumentality pointed out by the origi- 
„nal sentence laying down the sacrifice serves also to indicate the fact 


ave a meaning 


——————— 


— aa 
—— 
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‘of the sacrifice itself being an object to be accomplished (by means of the 
“< Citra’ material); and thus we find that it is this objective character of 
“the sacrifice with reference to which the particular material is enjoined ; 
“and as such there is no need of having recourse to any Possessive Indica- 
“tion (the sentence being construed as— one should think of obtaining 
“cattle by means of the sacrifice performed with the Citra material’). Or, 
“it may be that the person who holds the word ‘ Citra’ to lay down a 
“material, accepts the fact of the material being with reference to the 
“sacrifice, which fact cannot be dispensed with; while the theory that the 
word lays down a material as leading to a particular result is open to all 
“ tho objections urged in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

“ Similarly too, in the case of the sentence pancaduęãj gänti —we must 
$ presume the existence of some such word as ‘asti’ or ‘ bhavati, &e., the 
i sentence thus mentioning the existence of the fifteen Gjyas ; and it is to be 
Š taken as an Injunction, because of its being a statement of the procedure 

(of a sacrifice). 
“ Objection :— Such words as pancadagani aud saptadacani do not denote 
jf merely the particular numbers, because in accordance with Panini, the 
i afir ‘da’ (in these words) has the sense of ‘stoma’ (or collection of Rk 
. verses); and this Stoma too does not signify anything other than the 
particular number of Rk verses iu the Hymn.’ 
5 “ Reply:—This does not affect the case; because the Stoma being 
only a measure of the Eulogy, as limiting the Hymn which is the means 
of the Eulogy, whether the limitation be done by means of certain Rk 
“verses, or by means of Butter, the number as the limiting agent is 
“always called Stoma’ on account of its being a measure of the Eulogy. 
“ [That is to say, the Rk verses being the means of the Eulogy, and the 


number fifteen or seventeen serving to limi 
3 it th a * 
“ itself comes to be limited by the ed ese verses, the Eulogy 


i ; f which thus comes to be k 

‘ag the ‘Stoma ; and like the Rk verses the Butter (A; 5 e 1 

‘t give rise to the Eulogy, and thns becomes o A i (Ajya) a a 3 

64 : f . he of its means; and as such 

a 8 ee nothing wrong in the presence of the affix ‘da’ in the word 
pangadapani, VRX- OR 


Nor is th re 
„when the 1 rte y the Possessive Tudication. Because we oe 
e facts more or! found intact (in the Veda), that in assuming any 
„ ess than what is distinctly expressed by the sentence itself 
“ tions, Synt P 1. proper responsibility of having recourse to Indirect 5 5 
“ the 5 8 actical Split and the like; while there is no such danger waen 
“of th nce itself is an inferred or assumed one. That is to say, 1D the a oe 
“har ® Sentence—‘ pancadaçänyäjyäni, the word ‘ e being foun rse 
. aue no connection with the sentence as it stands, we must have recou 

to the assumption of the Injanction of a Procedure of Action, that wou 
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“have some sort of connection with what is met with in the oviginal sen- 
“tence, the apparent inconsistency of which is the sole ground for the 
“assumption of this new sentence; and this new sentence may be as- 
“sumed as having a word that would directly denote what is sought to be 
“got at indirectly by means of Possessive Indication (A. e., the sentence 
“assumed being somewhat in the form that ‘the Hymu is to be helped 
“ by means of the Ajyas seventeen in number.“) i 7 
“ Against this we may have the following objection: ‘The Ajya be- 
“ing a substance, it cannot form part of a procedure which consists of 
“something to be done; and as such it could not be pointed out by the 
“Context, which only stands in need of a mention of the Procedure. 
“But in the case in question, we have a distinct action, in the 
“shape of existence; and as such there is no occasion for the said ob- 
“jection. It being always necessary for tho subsidiaries to exist in the 
“ same place as the Primary, the Ajya must always exist in close proximity 
“to the Hymn. And hence, just as in the case of the sentence havin g 
“laid the fire, he proceeds with the hymn ’—the fire helps the hymning p 
“its mere presence, so too, in the case of the sentence in question (the 
5 Ana or the Butter would help the Hymning by its mere presence op 
existence), And as such, our theory not being open to any objection, we 


“conclude that the words in angst; i 
1 question lay down the accessory details of the 


question it is held 
with a well-known Action. 


accessories themselves, 
down, it could hot indic 
Apparent Inconsistency i 
number of direct Vedic 


word). 
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And as a matter of fact, inasmuch as the original Injunction of the 
particular sacrifice has laid down a particular material, there can be no 
effective potentiality (in the Injunction of any other material). And it is a 
well-known fact that we can have the description of an Action just as it 
is pointed out in its original Injunction; and hence, when it has once con- 
nected itself with a particular material (f.i. the Black Deer) it can never have 
anything to do with any other material that is incompatible with the 
former. That is to say, in the description of a certain action, if it be ab- 
solutely necessary to describe its material, all its wants being found to be 
supplied (by that which is mentioned in the original Injunction), there 
can be no Injunction of any other material; specially as any such Injunc- 
tion would be based upon the fact of the Action being wanting on that 
point. 

Nor can it be urged that from out of the original Injunction of the 
Agnishomiya, we could take out the sacrifice itself (apart from the 
materials therein mentioned); and then have its materials laid down by 
means of the sentence Oitrayā ajeta. Because in the first place the 
_Action is always connected with the accessories mentioned in its own 
original Injunction; and hence avy accessories mentioned in other sentences 
can never get at it apart from such natural accessories. In the case of 
the alternative materials—Vrihi and Yava—mentioned in connection with 
the sacrifice, as the two Injunctions function independently of each other, 
they are both equally authoritative, and as such the two are accepted to i 
optional alternatives. In the case iu question, however, it is only the 
original Injunction that would independently by itself lay down the ac- 
cessory of the action; which could not be done by this other sentence, 
which only describes the sacrifice as laid down in the original Injunction ; 
specially as there could be no description of that which has not already 
been laid down. 

And further, on account of the mention of the desire for cattle (in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as this involves the acceptance of the 
denotation of a word other than the Injunctive (“ yajéte”) we have an 
inevitable syntactical split. That is to say, though the Result is not enjoiu- 
ed, yet, (1) the sacrifice is enjoined, for the sake of the Result; and (2) the 
material Oiträ is laid down for the sake of the sacrifice, thus there being 
4 most complicated syntactical split. And there would be a farther objec- 
tion, that at one and the same time there would be an Injunction of wie 
sacrifice with reference to the Result and a description of it with reference 
to the material. 

Nor can the word “pagukdmah” be taken as only des 
ready well-known fact of the presence of such a desire, 88 Par 
sire for the acquiring of cattle for the purposes of the sacrifice. 

50 


eribing the al- 
t of the de- 
Because 
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all that is desirable for man is desired for itself; and as for the 1 9 0 
persons engaging in actions for the means and auxil iaries of 6 
object, this is not due to any desire for such auxiliaries (the desire 5 
only for the main object, the auxiliaries being sought after only as pa 0 
to that end, and not as desirable in themselves). That is to say, WiC! 
proceeding to perform a sacrifice, one does not entertain any strong desire 
for the acquiring of the animal that would be required in the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice; because even without any euch desire, he proceeds 
to possess himself of the animal, because without that, he finds that it is 
impossible for him to obtain the particular result that he desires (which 
can be obtained only by means of a sacrifice performed with the animal). 
And thus, even though there may be a certain degree of desirability in the 
animal, it could bo spoken of as desirable indirectly only. Therefore, it iS 
only that which is found to be desired directly, in its direct denotation, 


that we recognise as the Result, which is mentioned in connection with 
the word kama (Desire). We shall explain this in detail later on 
under the Séira VI~i—2, 


word pagukamah ’ may be taken us only describing 


he acquiring of cattle, which is 
homiya sacrifice by the fact of this 


. : n the reaso 

Meir a eget ` = nother anomaly, viz.— 

the result coming to be riti 5 with the Prajapatya encrifice, yet 

a direct rejection of the estar S with the Agnishomiya, there would be 
On the other hand, if the word 


i ; be taken as th 
= i . would only lay down a ee V x 
sacrifice and & particular result; and there would be no room f e 2 
the aforesaid objections, or any of 


In the case of the expression ‘pancadagajyani,’ the particular material 
(Butter), as elso the nu not being found to be in any way 


niger mber (Fifteen), 
connected with the Hymns, any one of these might be taken ag being en- 


joined (by the sentence) with regard to another which might be taken as 


described by it. In any case, the material is not cognised (in the sentence) 


Citraya , 


[That is to say, it can- ` 


—— ta Er ene pe ane 


——— — 
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as Pertaining to any other Action ; and if the sentence were to be taken as 
laying down a particular number with reference to the Butter employed 
in other Actions,—in that case (the sentence affording no idea of 
the Action), the Injunction would form part of the Material, and not of 
any Action (which fact would make the Injunction absolutely useless) ; 
&ud this would also lead to the rejection of the main Context (of the sen- 
tence). That it is not possible for the sentence to be taken as an Injunc- 
tion of the Material as qualified by the particular number, we shall show 
later on under the Satra IV—i—11, As a matter of fact too, that which 
does not qualify a verb (Action) can never form the object of au Injunction ; 
because the Injunctive word has no direct relationship with nouns; and in 
the Seutence in question, we do not find any verb which would be the ob- 
Ject of Injunction, and would, as such, point to many accessories (Materials, 
Co.). Nor is it possible for these (fifteen butters) to form the object of 
the sentence that lays down the recitation of the Hymns; because they 
have not the character of an Action (or Verb). As has been well said : 

The principal Action (or Verb) cannot take in any accessories or Materials 
aS constituting its procedure, unless there is an intermediate action, as- 
sumed in accordance with the sentence.’ 

Nor can they be said to belong to the verb ‘to be; and it is a uni- 
versal rule that any particular thing can operate elsewhere only when it 
has acquired its own existence in one place; and as for mere existence 
(denoted by the verb ‘ to be’), its business ends with the pointing out ia 

7 9 

the fact of an object being an entity; and as such the action of being a 
never be one that could be an object to be accomplished ; nor does +) pian 
in need of any other Action that could be taken as the object to be accom- 
Plished ; and as such, there being no room for any help by the said number 
and material, those cannot be taken as forming part of the procedure of 
the action to be. Though in the case of the sentence— Rathantaram 
bhavati, &. we admit of the fact of the Context pointing to such actions 
as those of being, de., that are held to be enjoined by these sentences,—yet 
this is due to a cognition of the relationship (of the Rathantaram, &c.) 
with certain intermediate actions that are indirectly indicated, Nor is 
the existeuce of Butter, Co., such as is not fully established in the world ; 
and as such their existence can never be taken as the object of 4 
Bhavana (such as‘one should think of establishing the existence of 
Butter,’ &e., &o.). 
B It may be urged that—‘ there may be a Bhävanë of placing 

utter, &., in proximity to the Hymn (which proximity is not an estab- 
lished fact).’ But this too is not possible; because no such proximity forms 
the object of any Injunction. In the ‘ane of the sentenco— having laid 

ho fire,’ &c.,—the proximity of the fire (to the Hymning) is distinctly 
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: i re 

enjoined by the sentence itself; when this action (of the sg hag 8 2 
being apart from the action of mere existing (of the fire), 1 a 
being taken as constituting a part of the procedure. In 1 Se Geeta 
the Siddhanta theory the sentence being found to serve a distin K a oe 
purpose, there is no apparent Inconsistency that would 9 1 Ane 
assumption of any sentence laying down the relationship o 
with the Hymn, 

If 3 ‘pancadaganyajyant’ were to lay down the 1 
fifteen with reference to the Butter laid down in the sentence— JY 


stuvats. —then, as shown in the foregoing Adhikarana, there would be a 
necessity of havin 


view to this that 
laid down by the 
being a substance alway 


it appears that though originally the word 4% 
have the character of a name, and there is no place for 
the material of a sacrifice,—yet it is clear that 
% Junction of the number fifteen, only when the word 
We is taken as e name (of certain Hymns), and not otherwise. 

: The Bhäshya has taken the word ‘Ajya’ as a name, 
18 the only way in 


because thut 
Saa which the expressio 
subsidiary to the sentence 3 p 


together; ang (2) b 
the word 


That is to Bay, 


he explanati 17% „ ing to tl 
ns, is suppli on of the name «ijya, as belonging to the 
8 a eae Veda itself: As the gods went to battle with 
7 ati 


went 18 to say, because the gods, according to the 
ent t, : . 
therefore they came to be 0 battle, after havin 
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with reference to the Hymns, the Ajyas qualified by the number fifteen?” 
This question should be taken as preceded by the sentence—“ inasmuch as 
a single sentence cannot give us two distinct meanings.” And the reply to 
this question given in the Bhashya is: Because there is no word expressive 
of such qualified Ajya; and this refers to the non-mention of any principal 
verb in the sentence. 

The Bhashya, however, retorts: “ But the two words—‘pancadagant’ and 
‘ajyant’—would supply the qualified denotation —, and this refers to the fact 
of these two words being connected with the verb ‘to be.“ The reply to 
this is that these two words too cannot serve to lay down the qualified ayya ; 
because it is only the principal verb that draws all the qualifications to- 
gether; aud as for the verb ‘ to be,’ which signifies mere existence, its func- 
tion ends with each individual qualification itself, and as such it cannot 
help in drawing together the various factors of the sentence. And thus 
thore can be no material relationship among the qualifications (throogh the 
verb ‘to be’) the only meaning capable of being got out of the sentence 
being that— whichever things are fifteen in number aud whatever number of 
Ajyas there may be (which are only two distinct uaconnected assertions). 

Aud hence we conclude that the two words cannot afford the necessary 
Injunction ; nor can they be taken as descriptive of certain things (in 
connection with the Hymns): because no such thing as the djya is 
generally known to belong to the Hymns ; and as such any description of 
it would be absolutely useless. 

For these reasons we conclude that the word in question must be a 
name; in that case one factor could be taken as being enjoived in connec- 
tion with another which is only mentioned in the sentence as an established 
fact. That the word is an injunctive one has been often repeated ; but all 
that is meant by this is that it serves to point out that which is the object 
of an Injunction; because a word that is a name has no injunctive force. 

The mention of the number fifteen Serving as a measure of the Rk 
verses which are the chief means of the Hymning, it directly comes to 
hare the character of the Homa, through its limiting of the Hymn itself ; 
and as such the aftix ‘da m the word pancadapãni becomes easily ex · 
plained. ' 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Agnihotra’ and the like being the 
names of sacrifices.] 


Sutra (4). There are other sentences mentioning the acces- 
sories. 
Objection : All names are of two kinds—conventional and literal ; and 


as the names of both these kinds having been dealt with in the foregoing 

two Adhikaranas what is left there that we proceed to consider now ? ” 
Reply: with regard to the literal names, it has been said aboye that 
they must be taken as names, because otherwise, it becomes necessary to 
have recourse to Possessive Indication ; and hence the present Adhikarana 
is taken up, in connection with such literal names as are capable of being 
taken as laying down the accessories of sacrifices, without having recourse 
marae Aube den. Similarly too, in the next Adhikarana we shall 
abit Haan: ventional names as are capable of being taken as laying 
Bories of sacrifices, without leading to any syntactical split. 

And on this Point, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


compound as“ 
“of no other compound bei 
“ compound as a Bahuvrihi, 
“ tion (the compound be 
“ offering is made’), ang the 
“laying down an Secessory—Deity— of th 
“ support of interpretation, we could is 
„that have been shown in the pz,» 
though it is true that the Deity rials 5 N aa y af 
“tion with the Evening Libation (of the Ae ee e 1 1 
“u the word Agnihotra either as laying down the Diy oe ete 185 
“Libation apart from the Evening Libation, or as laying it ieee a 
it ppmisetion with Homa in general, and as such with particular refer 88 
ka the Darvi-Homa, Co., which have no Deities mentioned with t} 
“ selves; specially as such is the force of the word ‘juhoti’ 
é$ speaking of the n ene, = = N ae i i 
„In the same manner, an ‘aghara’ is ‘that which is poured out; 


Š asily take the 


a possessive implica- 
‘that Deity Fire to whom the 
can very easily be taken as 
particular sacrifice. And in 
ug forward all the arguments 


ence 
z lem- 
in the sentence 
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“and as such the word ‘dyhdra' denotes all objects capable of being 
“ poured out, such as Butter, Milk and the like. And in the sentence 
“ ‘t äghāramāghārayati’ we find the word ‘aghfram’ in the Accusative; 
“and as such pointing out the aforesaid Butter, &c., undergoing a certain 
preparation by being poured out; and as there can be no such prepara- 
“tion without a definite purpose, we naturally seek for such a purpose. 
And then, all that is meant by the substances being poured out is that 
„they are rendered capable of being poured ont, and not that they are all 
“ poured out, because the function of the word ‘ ãghãra rests only in 
“ the mere signification of the word, and not in the actual carrying of it 
“into practice; and hence there is a desire to know what is to be done 
“with the substance of which (by way of testing) a portion has been 
‘poured out. Even in ordinary experience, we find that when a certain 
“substance is going to be drunk, people make it undergo a process of 
„purification by being poured out. Thus then, the prepared or purified 
“substance, being exactly like the extracted juice of the Pufiku (a sub- 
“stitute for Soma) or the Phalacamasa prepared for food, stands in need 
y of an Action (that would be performed with it); and as such it connects 
5 itself with the Primary sacrifices of the Darga-Pitnamũsd. But from 
among these, there are some, such as the Agnéya, &c., that have their 
“own particular materials distinctly laid down; and hence it is only the 
“ Upaitgu sacrifice that stands in need of the mention of a material ; and 
“as such, the liquid material duly prepared, comes to be taken in connec- 
“tion with this Upāñçu sacrifice. As has been well said: A sub- 
‘stance, which has been mentioned in connection with a certain pro- 
“cess of purification,—though not related to the Principal sacrifices— 
“comes to be taken along with other sacrifices mentioned in the 
“same context; for otherwise, it would be incapable of any purifica- 
„tion.“ 
“ Or, it may be that it is the denotation of 
“ the mere factor does which is denoted b 
“ that are 115 Bhavana of the Upaagu sacrifico—which alone 
i stands in need o he ete as of a material—, with reference to which 
i 5 substance 4g e been laid down by the sentence (in ques- 
: ion), the meaning o e Verbal root (in ‘aghdra') comes to be taken as 
„ mentioned only as the object of the aforesaid active affix. Or, it may be 
tec: by the mere fact of the ‘ Dhruuvajya’ having been found to be men- 
toned, points to the liquid character of the material; and hence 5 
i Sentence comes to be taken as the injunction of all that is ke 
7 rang poured out,—for instance, such liquids as Milk, Batter and *. 
1 


the affix only (that is to say, 
y the tip’ affix in dyhdrayats’) 


“And thus all that we want being accomplished by the . direct 
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“ denotation of the verbal root itself, what is the use of 5 

“ ‘āghāra’ as a name? Nor do we ever find any merely purificatory 

“ rticular names. 5 
i — moa Bhāshya : ‘ It is by direct assertion that the rege — p> 

“is enjoined ;' and the meaning of this is that the direct age i * 

“ Accusative ending in the word ‘agharam’ points to the 11 5 Wate 

“aghara being an object to be prepared or purified ; and from 15 but be 

“led to the conclusion that such a substance duly prepared, canno 

“the material of a particular sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: : 

Inasmuch as in the case in question, we find another sentence laying 
down the accessories of the sacrifice, any pointing out of it by the word 
in question would be absolutely useless; and hence we cannot but take it 
to be a name. 

Against this the followin 
“word ‘ Agnihotra’ to lay 
„ Aghara’ to lay down a 
“ sories are distinctly menti 


g argument may be urged: “If one took the 
down a Deity for the Evening Homa, and 
material for the Upéngn (for which the acces- 


oned), then alone could the laying down of the 
5 accessory by the word ‘ Agnihotra’ or ‘ Aghara’ be said to be use- 


“less, on account of the material being directly enjoined in the sentence 
dealing with the Evening Libation, &. As a matter of fact, however, 

Agnihotra’ as laying down the Deity for a sacrifice 
i i it, and the word 


15 i ity a Material (held to 
be laid down by the words Agnihotra’ and Aghara’ ) i 


he! a) having been established by other 
means (such as the Indication of the Mantra ‘ Agnirjyotirjyotih, &c.“), and in 


accordance with this people being found to take up the performance of the 
Aynihotra,—the word ‘ Agnithotra’ distinctly comes to be merely deserip- 
five (of a sacrifice laid down elsewhere). It is è general rule that all 
accessories are laid down in connection with that which is denoted hy the 
Terbal root in the sentence; aud Description too is never found to helong 
n ore aclion save that which forms the subject of the Context. And 
to any o. = 


N aa à 
— In tnestton, if the word ‘t Agnihetra’ he taken as laying 
hence in th eaa 
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down the accessory Deity in connection with the Homa that forms the sub- 
ject of the Context, then such an accessory could not but be accepted as 
having been pointed out by another direct assertion of the Veda—that 
speaking of the Evening Libation of the Agnihotra (inasmuch as it is 
the Agnihotra as a whole that forms the subject of the Context, and this 
latter sentence distinctly mentions Agni as its Deity) ; and hence the word 
‘ Agnihotra’ cannot be taken as enjoining the Deity, because such a Deity 
has already been pointed out elsewhere. 

And further, in the case in question, there can be no description of 
that which is signified by the verbal root; because it cannot be spoken of 
as that ‘this forms the subject of the Context’ or that ‘it does not.“ Conse- 
quently the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti’ must be taken as laying down & 
particular action or Homa (named Agnihotra’). As for the accessories 
of this Action, they are laid down in the passages dealing with the 
‘Evening’ Libation, and that containing the word ardhva;’ hence any 
such action as the pure Agnihotra, (i.e. without any, Deity, &e.) not 
being found to be directly mentioned in the Veda, it cannot be taken 
as the subject of the Context. Nor can the word be taken as being 
descriptive of that which is not in close proximity to it, because 
there are many intervening obstacles; and as such it is as incapable 
of entering our minds as any stray action, like the Kaundapayina 
Homa, 

If it be held that, ‘the word might be taken as enjoining the Homa as 
qualified by the Deity Agni,’—then, we reply that this could be possible 
only if the accessories were not laid down by other sentences; as a matter 
of fact, however, we actually find them laid down by other sentences (and 
hence we cannot accept the explanation suggested ). 

Nor do we find any grammatical rule that could justify our explaining 
the word ‘ Agnihotra’ as a Dative-Tatpurusha ( the Homa for the sake of 
Agni’); and unless we have this we cannot take the word as laying down 
the Deity ; and as for any ordinary relationship between Agni and the 
Tomatis 5 be pointed out by the Compound, taken as the Genitive— 

eee DAR Homa of Agni’) but this could not make the word au 
Injunction of tho Deity, 
i „ the sentenco ‘ Agnihatram juhoti’ is interpreted as— 
in 1 5 heroin the offering is made to Agni comes to be known as 
＋ 3 . word ‘ Agnihotra’ being taken as a name, descriptive 
ioui ke, sare Whose Deity has been mentioned in another parce Aa 

aeri 55 0 Mine in ag nẽ . would signify a mere relations es 
— : keda ngang $ Wee en Ini drs e 3 1 Ta 

: otra’ being explained as that which is 


al te tadhotram), it becomes impossible for the word ‘ Aqnihotram’ to 
z4 i . 
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i as ahuvrihi 
be taken with ‘juhoti’ unless we explain the compound as a 8 —— 
niet i ( j ihotram, yasmin karmar 
inti i else (aneh hotram agnihi , 3 
ointing to something f otra ö yas ams 
iikot am tacca agnihotram, ‘that action in which the hotra or E e 

1 TOY. t 7 
Kersa belongs to Agni’); and in this manner the word Agniho E bige 
i ; t ; e MS t 
be taken in the first instance, as the Genitive- ‘atpurusha — — 
; i j i > C f the com 
Agni) having the force of the Dative; justas in the or Fos e 
i > 1orse, 3 as 
‘ Agvaghasa,’ we know that the grass is for the ae of the — 
oi i ' hich is a necess: 
the one is not the material cause of another (whic a. a anon 
tion for a Dative-Tatpurusha), the compound canno a j aaea 
7 ‘lar ` ound to be: 
Dative-Tatpurusha; and hence we declare the comp 
‘ i ; the Dative. 
Tatpurusha having the sense of t i fete arie da 
PN ` can the word be taken as laying down the Deity Fire for tl 
83 1 i i the Homa, as indicated by the 
Torni Libation alone; as in that ease, t A 
W Ian having been already got at, it would 
Bahuvrihi compound (t Agnihotra’) having n yg , 
ly its accessories,—in the shape of the material and the Deity, as de- 
be only its ee ‘ $ l ‘ani’ respectively, whose re- 
noted by two distinct words ‘hotra’ anc 150 . 
lationship will have to be taken as being enjoined by the affix in the word 


‘juthoti.’ And again, though the Deity (Fixe) is known (from the rt, 
mentioning the Evening Libation) only in connection with one part of the 
Agnihotra, yet this can 


not remove the fact of the word t Agntholra’ 


being 
a name descriptive of the f 


acts already got at from the other Sentence 
(dealing with its various parts). 
As for the word dglara, it is with a very great difficulty that we 
can establish its relationship to the Upānçu sacrifice, 


And though the meaning of the verbal root (jxhoti, &c.) can be t 
only in the character of the Instrument, yet the words «4 

* Aghdram’ (in the Accusative) could be taken along w 
the Action which is yet to be accomplished. [That is ¢ 


y o say, there can be 
no instrumentality apart from the activity of the agent; and hence the 
Instrumental character of that which is denoted by the yer 
always indicate an acti 


on of the agent; and this could not be possible 
without something to be Accomplished h 
meaning of the root would 
accomplished, which must 
capable of being taken 
or aigharam,’] 
And again, the word ‘ūghāra’ 
ihe name of any particular material ; nor again is a material e 
io be laid down by means of a word with the Accusatiy 
L . 
lways enjoined by means of one in the 
a 4 2 J 


aken 
gnihotram’ and 
ith that factor of 


also contain an 


case, and as such quite 
objectives as Aguihotram?’ 
is not very easily recognised as being 

a 
ver found 
8 (as it ig 
and hence 
fice, cannot be 


e endin 
Instrumental case); 
these words, being recognised as descriptive of the sacr 


taken as laying down other materials for it. 
a he — 


ADHIKARANA (4). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Cyena’ and the like being the names 
of sacrifices. } 


Sutra (5). It points to the Action. 

As passages treated of in the present Adhikarana, we can take the 
sentences cited in the Bhashya, and others also, but not the sentence 
‘athaisha jyotih, &.; because in this latter the word not having the 
Instrumental ending, it could never be taken as laying down an Accessory. 
When however these very words appear with the Instrumental ending, 
in other sentences, then they do become included in the present discussion. 
Or, even these may be accepted as forming the basis of the present dis- 
cussion; inasmuch as though having the Nominative ending, yet the 
word jyotih’ may be taken as merely mentioning a particular material; 
and it would be quite possible for another sentence laying down an action 
to be performed with this material. 


PŪRVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘Gyénéna,’ in the sentence ‘t Cyénénabhicaran yajēta; 
«must be taken as laying down the material for sacrifice; and in support 
„of this we could bring forward all the arguments shown in the Pūrva- 
“ paksha of Adhikarana (1). Nor do we find the component parts of the 
„word Cyéna’ pointing to any sacrilice. The only way of making it 
“refer to a sacrifice would be by making Cyēna’ = Cyenavat (that which 
“its like the end); and certainly this would be an extremely round - about 
dag” mi taking the word. Aud it is far more reasonable to have recourse 
. ——— 
“necessary to assu h is : | d then 
8 me the existence of the possessive affix matup an 

eliminate it; because the Cyéna being distinctly recognised (through the 
„Instrumental case-ending) as the meres (of obtaining the particular 
result), it naturally points to its invariable concomitant, the Action 
“which is accomplished by its means. (That is, the word ‘ Gyenéna 
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- 3 the 
itself would point to the sacrifice performed with the Cyéna as 
i Ere. again, as for the posssesive implication, it would be = e 1 
the time of the comprehending of the sentence, on account 5 
the words occurring in a single sentence. The implication 0 e aa 
however would be cognised at the time of comprehending the i —— 
“and as such this cannot be admitted to be much weaker than 8 5 
“ That is to say, if the word Cyéna’ be taken as laying down 7 e 5 
the material of a sacrifice, the word ‘ Oyéna,’ in subsequently in — 
the sacrifice at which the Kite is used as the material, = not aie | 
give up its own signification ; while when the word itself is ee wA 
“it only points to its own signification—the Kite—as the material id 
“used. On the other hand, when the word Svend is taken as pointing f 
a a sacrifice similar to the Kite, iu this no trace of the original signification 9 


‘the word is found to be pointing to something else similar (to the kites) ; 
“and thus this theory would 


involve the contingency of rejecting the 
direct denotation of the word.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


must belong to that which has been enjoined (in the 
Sentence Cyenenadhicaran, &e.’) If then 
tive Sentence be taken a 


in this Injune- 
aterial for the Sacrifice, 
be the object of the Praise in the 
S not proper to Speak of it as being similar to 
itself. 
It may be urged here that—« 


Regan ; we do fing certain instances where the 
“pointing out of absolute identit 


as— the battle betw 
like the battle between Rama and Ravana,’ 


This is true enough; but in ordinary parlance we find that e 


+ : den such 
praises are based upon an assumed diversity of time, place, &e., (between 
that which is described and that which is cited in the simile). But in the 
case it yue~sUou, we find that the word can be taken in such a 


Way as to 
leave a d rence between the object praised and the objcet cited, in the 
164 4 ti 
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simile: and hence in this case we can have no ground for assuming any 
difference (of the Kite from itself). That is to say, if we take the word 
‘Cyéna’ as the name of a sacrifice, there is no difficulty in having the 
‘ Cyéna’-Sacrifice described (and praised) as being similar to the ‘Cyéna’ 
Bird. Otherwise it would be necessary to have recourse to the indication 
of tbe possessive implication, ns also that of an implication of similarity 
(the word ‘Cyéna’ being made to indicate the ‘Cyénavat’ sacrifice, and 
then we would have to assume a similarity of the Cena bird with itself); 
and your theory would have to take recourse to another complication, of 
having to assume a difference of the Kite from itself (in order to explain 
the simile contained in the eulogistic passage). Nor is it possible for you 
to take the word Cena as pointing to the material of the sacrifice, and 
then to transfer the Praise (which really belongs to the sacrifice) to the 
material connected with it; because the Injunction of the sacrifice itself 
(by the sentence Gyénénabhicaran yajéta’) has not been set aside. That is 
to say, it is only the praise of something not enjoined that is transferred 
to something else ; while, in the case in question, we find the sacrifice itself 
to be directly enjoined, and as such quite capable of being taken along 
with the Praise; aud hence we cannot accept the material (Kite) to be 
either enjoined (by the sentence ‘Cyéna,’ &c.) or praised (by the eulogistic 
passage quoted). And your theory of the transference of the Praise would 
involve another complication of making the sacrifice indicate the material. 

And on account of the word Cyénéna’ occurring along with the word 
‘ yajéta,’ the former is as directly denotative of the Sacrifice as that of the 
Material (Bird). While you have recourse to Indication in the Injunction 
itself, I accept it only in the descriptive detail. 

And as for the elimination of the possessive affix, such an elimination is 
possible only when the word expresses a property and not when it expresses 
a substance (like the Bird.) Vide Vartiku on Panini I—iy—19— gunava- 
canébhyah,’ & As for the implication of similarity, on the other hand, it 
is due to a distinct word, ‘iva,’ which, being a word by itself, can appear 
of itself after any word (and there can be no such restriction as in the 
case of the Possessive affix Mutup). And again, the Possessive Indication 
will have to be assumed while the similarity is a well-established fact, as 
pointed out by the simile in the eulogistic passage. 
ance in this connection also, we can bring forward, against the present 
; Paksha, all the objections that have been urged against the Parvapak- 
snas of the foregoing Adhikaranus :—viz: The necessity of the Verb aban- 
doning its own meaning and taking up that of another, the extreme remote- 
ness of the meaning of the affix, and go forth. 


— 
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ADHIKARANA (5) 


. , lik . 
[Treating of the fact of such words as Vajapéya’ and the like being 
rean. 
names of sacrifices. | rere 
i h as there is a dis- 
u case of names, inasmuc : 
women Wee there would be an Injunction of these. 
tinct menti 


t which is denoted by the verb could be taken, by the system of 
= . Relationship (Tantra), as an Instrument with reference to the 
oe um 


“ Result, and as the Objective with reference to the Accessory (Material) ; and 
there would be no incongruity in this. For instance, in the case of the 
sentence udbhida yaiz 

“that ‘the sacrifice should b 


“rial, and the acquisition o 


syntactical Split}, 


he sentence is got at, without having recourse 


nner we could also explain the relationship of the 


umber (fifteen) of the Hymns, by the same method 
“of Simultaneous Relationship, 


e that in all 


cases of such words as you take to 
S there jg a 


distinet recognition of the mention of 
essories, based upon the universally accepted 
—we can very well take them to constitute the In- 
materials, & 


junctions (of such o.); and there je no reason for taking 


“them as Names, 
“The present discussi 

“are taken to be numes; 
“t Vajapeyena svārā ijyākämo yajēta’ 5 
„of this sentence may also be arrived at 
“the discussion may be taken as applyin 
“the names of sacrifices) ; as it has well 
“(of obtaining the result) having Teni 


on thus bears upon perha 


but the Bhäshyā cites the particular 


with a view that the tr 


. Asa matter of fac 
gt 


sentence 
ue Meaning 
t, however, 
o all such sentences (as contain 
been declared: The Instrument 
laid down (in the shape of the 


Ps all such Words as 
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“ sacrifice) by means of the word yajéta’ (inasmuch as the unarecomplished 
“sacrifice cannot operate as the Instrament) the sacrifice itself comes to 
“be recognised as an objective (something to be accomplished); and it 
is for the sake of this objective that the accessory (Vayapéya) is laid down 
“as the Instrument; and thus there is no need for a Possessive Indication.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (7). The two actions becoming the same, this cannot be. 


At first, with particular reference to the case of the Vajapeya, we 
offer the following reply : 

The word ‘ Vajapéya’ would mean a certain preparation of flour, 
sugar, &c., and thus the sacrifice at which such a mixture of grain would 
be employed as the material, would, by this similarity of material, hecomo 
in‘ Aishtika’ sacrifice (which is a name given to all sacrifices with grairs, 
Suni“ being the name of all that are performed with the juices of 
creepers, and ‘Pacu’ referring to all at which the flesh of animals is 
offered.) [And thereby the Principal Primary of all Arshtikas heing the 
Darga-Purnumasa, it is the procedure of this sacrifice that would have to be 
followed in the sacrifice in question; whereas as a matter of fact, the pro- 
cedure followed at it is that of the Jyotishtoma, which is the Principal 
Primary of all Saumikas.} And hence we conclude that the word Vaje- 
peya’ in the sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the 
material for the sacrifice. 

Sutra (8). A single word would have an extraneous significa- 
tion. 

We can have a Simultaneous Relationship only in n case where an 
object, in onc and the same form, is found to be equally helpful (to both 
the factors with which its Simultaneous Relationship is desired). In 
a case however where tlie help accorded to the two factors is not equal, 
it becomes necessary to repeat the word (denotating the object so related ) 
(and there can be no simultaueity in its Relationship). 

There are two ways of having the Simultaneons Relationship,—either 
by taking each word or sentence by itself, or by taking them collectively, 
according as what is signified by the verb occupies the secondary or the 
Primary position (in the sentence). 

Thus then, in the case in question, if the material Vayapeye be held 
ees as a means or Instrument with reference to the sacrifice, one 

esult (Sovereignty of Heaven) cannot be taken as the Instrumen", 

1 in that case, there would be no result for the „„ ene 

Pliska ke the Resalt is suoh as is borne in mind (as something k if the 
y means of the sacrifice) ; and hence, in the case in question, 
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Sovereignty of Heaven be taken as the Instrument for the ee 
ment of the sacrifice, then it would be a mere accessory detail of the 
sacrifice itself (and as such could not be something to be accomplished). 

As for the Sacrifice also, it can be taken as an Instrument, only for 
the accomplishment of the Result, and not for that of the Material; 
because if the Sacrifice were taken 


the material, this would not be compatible with the Instrumental case- 
ending (in“ Vajapéyéna’) (because that which is spoken of as some- 
thing to be purified, has always the Accusative ending). Nor do we find 


Tn the same manner, it can be shown that the Sacrifice and the Result 


f the material. 


al bs taken as Instruments 
in the accomplishment of the Result; beca use all that is necessary having 


m, there could be no Injunction of 
vely useless). This we shall explain 
yay@ II) where the Bhashya declares—“ In a 


Nor can we admit of the Sacrifice, as specified by the particular material, 
to be the object enjoined by the sentence in question ; bec 
necessitate our having recourse to Possessive Indication, 


Thus then, the only construction that would a 


question (if the ‘Wa; a’ 
be this: 


ause that would 


e sacrifice, and 


f apsyn.“ Thus then, with refer- 
» Ue sacrifice would be i 
ment, (b) the Object j aay + 


the means to an end) ; and at th 
the same sacrifice would be reco 
of—(a) the object in contemplatio ob 

ý . . . e i ] 
described (in contradistinction to that enjoir aes lags Sheek 


Secondary Element (being on} 


° Same time, with reference to the M aterial 


gnised as h 


aforesaid two sets of contradictory character 
the one set of characters mentioned above the other n as 

adictory) cannot be ac — EA Set (being its con- 
DE oray * cepted ; accepted, a syntactical 
split would be me imevitable result. Because wherever we have to attri- 
bute to the sacrifice, the characters of 


: the object in contemplation, as well 
as those of the Instrument, &., it always becomes necessary to assume two 
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distinct sentences (as one and the same sentence cannot express two con- 
tradictory properties). 

The Objector is made to urge (in the Bhashya): But in the present 
“ case also, we actually find two separate sentences—(1) ‘ one desiring the sover- 
“eignty of Heaven should perform the sacrifice,’ and (2) ‘one should perform 
“ the sacrifice with the Vajapéya material.. And all that is done in this is 
to put forth more explicitly the aforesaid Simultaneous Relationship of the 
Sacrifice. 

The reply given in the Bhashya is: We find in the sentence only four 
words (‘ Vajapéyéna svarajya-kamo yajéta’) [and not five, as shown in the 
construction]; and the sense of this is that, inasmuch as the relation that 
the sacrifice bears to the two (the Material and the Result) is not equal, 
there can be no such Simultaneous Relationship. 

The idea, however, by which the Objector has been led away is that the 
form of the word ei is the same in the two sentences, and as such 
there can be no harm in taking it in common with the two sentences. And 
this is what the Bhashya denies, on the ground that in the interpretation 
of a word, its denotation is the more significant factor; and as such the 
difference in the denotations of the word ‘ yazéta,’ as it appears in the two 
sentences, cannot but make us take the word itself to be different in the 
two sentences (as in one it denotes the object in contemplation, while in 
the other it denotes the object enjoined). 

The Objector is made to retort (in the Bhashya) : “It has been said 
that in case the word ‘ Vajapéya’ be taken as laying down the material for the 
sacrifice, the sacrifice becomes an object described; but by what would it be 
described, &., He.“ What is meant by all this is that there is no real differ- 
ence (betweon the word ‘yajéta as used in one sentence and as used in the 
other). 

But, even in the case of an Injunction of the material, it is only a 
verb that can be taken as having the Injunctive character ; and hence, 
the word ‘ Vajapéya’ not being a verb, it cannot be accepted to be Injune- 
tive (of the material). 

Says the Bhashya : Tf we admit of an Injunction in both cases, ge. And 
the sense of this is that, if the sacrifice be held to be enjoined with reference 
to the Result and the Material, then,—even if we do not take into account 
= —.— ~ the sacrifice having a secondary character, —the — poke 
e only a secondary character would make each > ha 
ae nie ete in itself (independently of the other); an 
Tara u e no connection between the two sentences, 

ijapēya could not be recognised as the material to be em 


Sacrifice which is performed with the purpose of obtaining the sovereignty 
of Heaven]. 
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It may be urged that, the 
to be employed in the particu 
occurring in the same Contex 
bhiryajéta’ ; 
Vrihi is the 


Vajapéya would be recognised as the materia] 
lar sacrifice, by the fact of the two sentences 
t, just as in the case of the sentence, Vrihi- 
though there is nothing in the sentence itself to show that the 
material to be employed in the Darga-Purnamasa, yet the fact 
of the sentence occurring in the context of that sacrifice distinctly points 
to the Friki as a material to be employed in it. 

But this cannot be; becaus 
injunction of the sacrifice only 
yajēta, the Context leads us t 


e the sentence in question is taken to be an 
(while in the case of the sentence‘ Vrihibhir- 
o a definite conclusion, because in this, 
is a transcendental result in question ; while there is no such result i 
case of the Injunction of the Sacrifice as the me 
Material; and as such the Context cannot be of 

Thus then, we find that if the method of 
accepted, then it is only independently of e 
the Result ure found to be related to th 
Sacrifice be taken as related to the 
tical split is the inevit 

And hence before 
particular Result 
completed, —if th 
such a materia] 


there 


n the 
ans of accomplishing the 


any help in the matter), 

Simultaneous Relationship is 
ach other that the Material and 
e Sacrifice ; specially as if the 
one as qualified by the other, a Syntae- 


all that is connected with the 
vereignty of ‘Heaven, has been 
yéna’ be taken as laying down a materia], 


» in t 


; , general, it would come 
to be recognised ag related, either to all sacrifices, or to the 
me about certaiy 


Sacrifices bring. 
The case of the Sentence, .. 
ause in that case, the context has been fully 


sentences dealing with the Darga-Pirnama 
p i a 8 t namāsa 
Sacrifices; and then, if the materia] Vithi is laid down, it ig at once recog- 


nised as belonging to the Darega-} uy na ra b mno the case 
i n . i i 
i 2 sa And this not e g 


benp consideration, ther ailarity between 
Thus then, we conclude that th 
distinctly co-extensiye with the 
sovereignty of Heaven, 
the word cannot but b 


g a 1 transcendental results, 
hibhiryajéta,’ is different ; bee 
completed by means of the 


we cannot neglect this co 
e the name of 


— b — — 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ Agnéya’ and the like not 
being the names of Sacrifices. ] 


Sutra (9). If they were not laid down by another sentence, 
the Sacrifice as well as its Accessories would be enjoined by the 
Word; because of their being mixed up in the Injunctive word. 


The character and the function of Names havin 
Proceed to consider certain exceptions to them, 

It may be asked why the case of the Darvi- Homa alsois not taken up 
for consideration on the present occasion, But the fact is that this Homa 
has also been dealt with under Sūtra I—iy—4. And, as azmatter of fact, on 
the present occasion we are treating only of the words treating of the 
objects of Injunction, whereas in the 8th Adhyaya we shall treat of the 
words contained in Arthavada passages, such for instance as— If one should 
Perform only one sacrifice, he should perform the“ Darvi-Homa.’ Or, it may 
be that when the fact of the word ‘ Darvi-Homa’ being the name of a sacri- 
fice has been established, it is only its peculiarities that are considered in 
the 8th Adhyay a; while on the present occasion we consider only the 
general characteristics of names. And as for the question of the word 
* Darvi-Homa' laying down an Accessory Material, it has been brought 
in under the 8th Adhy aya, only by Way of an objection to the theory pro- 
pounded there, introduced ouly in the course of the discussion; because the 
main object of the 8th Adbyaya is the consideration of Apirva. 

Now then, which are the passages laying down the action of which the 


Word ‘ Agnéy&’ (as contained in the sentence ‘ dgnaydshtakapala bhavatt ’) 
could be the name ? 


The answer to this constitutes the 


g been explained, wo 


PURVAPAKSHA. l 
“ The Sentence ashtäkapālö bhavati ’ expresses 2 Bhavana, 9979 a 
“tain order of sequence, pointed out by the material only; and for the sake 
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“ of such Bhavands, in the same order as themselves, we find certain Mantras 


ss ana that aro pointed ont by the Mantras 

“wi e gacri 1 ? 

“out by the ison 3 masmuch as these form the chief objects pointed 
An and the rest come to be recognised as Deities; 

e sacrifices do not difer from the Mantras, the same 

nown as the Deities of the sacrifices. And again, the 

poken of ag ‘ Ashta@kapala’ is of the nature of a Havi 


uch by its very nature it 


© sentence ‘Ashtakapalo bhavati,’ the 
hese sacrifices, on account 


Ned in the eight vessels, and that which 
offering to the gods),---we have an 


„cake, which points to the fact of the Homa 
-and thus the four Deities Agni, &e., also, 
„ ming to be recogen as the Deities of the Homas, the word Agnaya’ 
annot but be taken as a Name. This explanation saves us from the 


anomaly o! accepting an Injunction of many objects (which is inesitable 
„ when the word is not teken asa Names.” 
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SEDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the followikg reply: When the sacrifices are not 
laid down by any other word, then these sacrifices as well as their acces- 
sories must be taken as enjoined by the word in question, because they 
are not separate from it. ö 

The sacrifice cannot be taken ag enjoined, by the mere mention af a 
certain relationship between a. certain Material,.2 Deity and the prepara- 
tion of -these (as shown in the Pirvapaksha). Why? Because the Material 
(Oake) by itself cannot have anything to do with the Mantras (tha Yöjyā, 
&o.) (because it is only after the material has been. recognised as one to be 
offered at a sacrifice that there arises a desire to learn with what Mantra 


the offering is to be made). Nor do we recognise the Material as having ` 


any connection with the words denoting something else (for instance, the 
words of the Mantras pointing out particular Deities). That is to say, 
the mere declaration ‘ashtdkapalo bhavati’ does not lay down any action 
of the human agent, during the performance of which the Mantras could 
be required ais reminding the agent of certain details of the action. Nor 
is the mere being of the cake an action to be performed by the human agent, 
bocause each action has a definite agent (and the agent of this being is the 
Cake itself). And as the Material already exists, there can be no making 
of it by the agent, and as such even this cannot be taken as standing in 
need of the Mantra which would remind the Agent of it. As for the 
Mantras themselves agnirmiirdha, &. — they do not express either the 
Material or its action; and as such, even through this there could nut hes 
any relationship between the Mantras, and the Material; specially as the 
Material has no connection with the words of the Mantra, that denote 
Agni and the rest. l 


And again, the Oake could not be recognised as having the character 


either of the Sacrifice or of an offering (Havi); and as such it could not 


+ 


stand in need of the mention of a Deity to whom it would be offered: 


and hence too, the Mantras could not have any connection with the Material 


alone could there be a desire to know the Deity to whom the sacrifice 


would be offered; and then alone could the Mantras, pointing out the 
Deities, have any connection with the Material; as a matter of fact. 
however, no Sacrifice is denoted by the word ‘bhavati’ in the sentence 
‘ashtakapalo bhavati. And until its connection with the Sacrifice has 
been fully comprehended, the Cake cannot be recognised to have.the charac- 
ter of an offering or Havi; because the word Havi is a relative term. 
(depending for its full counotation upon an idea of that to which the offer- 


è 2 . ral 
ing is to be made), and it is not an absolute term, denoting the natura 
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object by itself. Because we find that the — a 
ae Fe i E when offered at sacrifices, is called by the name 
arm Sa, k — t so called, when not in eonnection with a sacrifice. — 
(offering), 18 no ments apply to the theory of the word ‘ eed ana 
3 apes the mention of the offering of the quartered ‘Ca 
a name, 
* 4 case of such words as ‘aghara’ and the like, the i . 
rikan out) is an action; and as such by itself it met at 158 . 
ee : ait this Mantra, thus pointed ont, and having its E — 
4 e a direction in the Veda, it is only right that we shou 
825 e ae * only three ways of pointing out oe eh of & 
And again, : = means of a nominkt afte, () by means of the Dative 
0 5 means of certain expressive words in the Mantra ; 
en thi e oe 5 that follows is always weaker 1n authority than 
one "e des it. And in the case in question, when we find the 
. — 1 Ee pointed out by the nominal afix in the word 
8 R ioh is the most authoritative way of mentioning the Deity), 
i 2 0 we have recourse to the least authoritative method, holding 
Ie natty to be pointed out by the words in the Mantras (the Tua, Kc.) ? 
specially as it is only an Apparent Inconsistency that can justify * 
ing recourse to this method of arriving at the Deity . bs =A Non h 
Deity actually pointed out by the ae an e 5 
it is most unjustifiable. 
1 hae, Ba — that the relationship wore the Materia l 
(Cake) and the Deity (Agni) is pointed ont by the word agnéya,’ and the 


sacrifice comes to be enjoined by means of th as aided by 
this word and certain Arthavada ring of the 


cake as prepared in the ei tities being 8 


ays down the 
Mantras (the Yajya, &c.) i r of sequence. And thus we 
find that we cannot but Sccept the Injuncti n many things 
(the Deity, the Sacrifice, the Mantra, c.). 

The word ‘ Vidhanartha’ in the Sutra has 
shya as in the word with the nominal affix; and 
word with the nominal affiz ig capable of serving 
tion. 


been explained in the Bha- 
the sense of this is that the 
the purposes of an Tnjune. 


{9 


4gni;' (2) the material offered to that Deity i 


(3) the relationship of the Material and the D 
Le t} 


eity also is 
ai iv implication of the same affix; (4) the word + 
jointed UU Sy ; 


“shtakapala j 
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being in the same form, and hence co-extensive with the word ‘ agnéya,’ it 
comes to be recognised, together with all its attendant qualifications (that 
is, the Cakes as prepared in the eight vessels), as qualifying, and thus in- 
cluded in, the denotation of the word ‘dgnéya,’ (5) the fact of the Material 
being agnéya (belonging to Agni) cannot be accomplished, unless it is 
made so by a human agent (offering it to Agni); and hence the word 
‘ āgnēya indicates the Bhavana (action of the agent) also; and (6) lastly 
there could be no such Bhavand—i.e., the material could not be made 
agnéya—without the performance of a Sacrifice; and hence the word 
‘agnéya@’ must be taken as indicating also a particular Action of the Agent 
in the shape of the sacrifice. 

Thus then, the chief Injunction being contained in the word with 
the Nominal affix, and all other attendant accessories also being indicated 
hy it, there is no occasion for any syntactical split. 

And as an Injunction of the Accusative Noun (yagam) as denoted by 
the verbal root (%s) is always preceded by an Injunction of the 
Bhavana, even though the Bhavana may not be directly mentioned, yet it 
is always accepted to be enjoined, as qualified by the ‘sacrifice ;' and all 
the other qualifications are indicated by Apparent Inconsistency (of the 
Injunction of the qualified Bhévana, which could not be possible without 
an injunction of the qualifications). It is this Bhavana that is meant by 
the word ‘ Sambandha’ in the Bhashya (in the sentence—sambandho hi 
vidhiyamano na gakyaté sambandhindvavidhdya vihita iti vaktum); because 
it is this Bhavana that contains within itself all the factors of the rela- 
tionship in question; specially as it is not possible for any mere relation- 
Ship of the Material and the Deity to be enjoined; because this relatiou- 


ship does not contain within itself any element of Action. 
The word ‘avibhagat’ means—‘inasmuch as the word implies all the 


factors (enumerated above)’; and the qualifying sentence ‘if they are not 
laid down by any other word’ points to the fact of Apparent Inconsistency 
being the only ground of accepting the Injunction of the various factors of 


the relationship. 


NN LNG a a a pA 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


’ y ri exe 
[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ Varhih and the like being 
pressive of a genus.) 


re ' hej to 
` Sutra (10). The words ‘ Varhih' and Aua el 1 
be applied even to such articles (grass and butter) rin T 
dergone any purificatory process, they cannot be take 
pressive of such purified materials only. 


ider, i xt three 
In connection with Names, we proceed to consider , 15 the ne 
Adhikaranas, the significations of the names of ee * 
. Though the Sūtra mentions only the two words 


he case of. all 
yet the Bhashya adds the word ‘ Purodaga’ also; because the 
these words is exactly similar. 


5 rds are used 
0 7 
“ According to the Sutra I—iii—9, it is clear ee pei 3 3 
4b sacrificers, with reference to the purified materia. sf oe l 
i 2 ions based upon the puri- 
question h ir signification’ 
“ fication of the m ave their sign 


t aterials, Specially, as a matter o 
ordinary parlance, people d 


‘ dona 

; © not make use of such word PoR r 8 
„and the like; and hence just as the word ‘yapa is applied only to a P 
that has undergone a certain Process of preparation and purification, 80 
“the words in question al 


80 express only such materials as have been pre- 
pared and purified in a parti 


manner. 


SIDDHANTA. 

But it is not so; because when a word is found, even in one Place, to 
be expressive of the Clase, there being no reason for rejecting this denota. 
tion, we cannot assume any other signification of it (in the shape of puri- 
ied materials, &c). ; 

id That is to say, it is a well-recognised fact that the words in the Veda 
the game as those in ordinary parlance ; and their significations too are 
116 
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the same in both ; and hence the Veda being dependeat upon the meanings 
of words as known among ordinary people, when a certain word has once 
been found to be denotative of the Class, there can be no ground for as- 
suming any other expressive potency in the word. And farther, as the 
Class Farhi (grass) is present in the purified grass also, we can have no 
reason for denying the fact of the Olass being denoted by the word, even 
when it occars in the Veda. 

And further, even before the grass has undergone the process of cut- 
ting, &c., the Veda lays down the Injunction of such cutting (such ag ‘ the 
grass should be cut); and in this it is clear that the word“ grass’ is used 
in the ordinary sense of the Class (because there could be no cutting of 
that which has already been cut). 

Thus we find that the word ‘grass’ is never used apart from the 
class, while it is found to be used (in ordinary parlance) Apart from any 
idea of the special provesses of purification, &o. ; because no purifications 
are laid down in connection with ordinary parlance, no words in ordinary 
parlance could be accepted as expressing any purified material. 

Nor can the case of the word ‘ grass be said to be similar to that of 
the word ‘yi#pa’'; because the denotation of the former is otherwise ex- 
plicable; and in the case of the latter, we accept it to be expressive of 
the prepared post, because the word is not known to express anything in ordi. 
nary parlance. 

That is to say, at the time that we come across the 
the catting of the wood for the post, or of the fastening of the animal 55 
the post, —if we had any idea of any 5 of the word < Post, as known 
in ordinary parlance, then we could ea 5 necessity of subvert. 
ing the natural order of words—in the Injunetion the Post should be 
cut’—and construing it as—‘ that which 18 Cat is the Post’ (in whisk 
the post which is the subject in the orginal sentence is made the ae case 
and vice versa). The case of the words grass, &e. Predicate, 


z 2 8 , Owever 2 4 
(their signification being fully recognised in ordinary Parlan > 8 different 


ce), 


Injunction of 


53 a 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


; : ren in its literal 
[Treating of the fact of the word ‘ prokshani’ being taken in 
signification. ] 


‘ i’ and the 
Sutra (11): In the case of such words as ae 
like, there is a distinct compatibility of the literal m 


PURVAPAKSBA. 
8 ireet 
The conventional meaning of a word being based upon 1 ahs 
“mention of the word, it cannot but be accepted as more au 
“than the literal me 


aning which is based upon 55 
ent parts, whose functioning is like 0 ü 
ays weaker in its authority than Direct Assertion). a 
he case of the conventional meanings of words, peop 


directly by means of the letters of the word (as pa 
ereas in the case of the literal meaning, it cannot on oe l 
indirect, inasmuch as it rests in the signification of the individua 
nent parts of the word.” 


“or lesg 
‘compo 


SIDDHANTA. 
All this may be quite true. 
parts themselyes to : 


2 S but we must admit the component 
Otherwise there individual 
+ t] la ave 


expressive potencies of their own ; as 
: be no literal meaning of the word. And hence it 
1s ouly where there is no literal meaning (compatible with the sentence) 
that a certain Siguification being found to have been assigned to the word 
by con vention, —we are obliged to accept this latter meaning 
no other way (of making the Word compatible with the se 
it occurs), 
That is to Say, it is only when the conventional meaning has been 
ov established that it Sets aside the literal meaning; and, asa matter of 
accepted to b ully established. only by some other means of 
den the Word ig found to be used in a sense totally different from 


; there being 
ntence in which 
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gnised literal one; as for instance, when the word 
is used us the name of a tree, which has no connection with 
I 


it can n this case, the word is found to be used in a sentence where 
the ak have the meaning that is expressed by it literally ; and hence from 
ren 


(conventi t Tneonsistency of its such usage, we are obliged to assume 
in such 5 another expressive potency for it. And thus it is only 
iias „ as that of the word ‘agvakarna,’ that, though both significa- 
the gi „Possible, yet there being no recognition of the literal meaning, 

f 1 pe deations ok the component parts of the word come to be set aside, 

© Comprehension of the mere Verbal form of the word brings about 
Prehension of the conventional meaning (of the word as a whole), 
ing. in this case, becomes more authoritative than the literal mean- 


In the cas 
—pra (= e 


the Previously 8980 
ava Rara; 
horse’s ear 


however, the word is made up of 


lyut (= Instru- 


; and thus there bein 
nconsistency for assuming an 
potency of the word) it can have no convent 
For instance, in the case of the w 
or other, the ‘ears of a horse’ were f 
denoted by the word, no one would ever 
a for the word as a whole. 
siguifcation =i we conclude that the word ‘prokshanz’ cannot bave its 
must be kak Conventionally restricted to the water alone ; and as such it 
en ag denoting all liquids in general. 


itself, if somehow 


, the Particular tree 
assume an invisible conventional 


; hing material’; and 2 ther 
to a purified material, the : Bae 


‘ prokshanirasa- 


n objection is raised : 
(23 


particu 
U 


u of the feminine sign 
the purified material, 
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then (in accordance with the conventional meaning of the word), the femi- 
nine affix f would come to be recognised as being due to the particular 
gender of the substratum (of the property signified by the word); and as 
such all substances of any other gender (such as ghrta’ and the like) 
would come to be set aside; and the use too of the word in the direction 
in question being unique, even at the time of the purification of the 
materials, the word would remain in the same position — with a feminine 
ending; and as such its use being exactly like that of the word ‘ Védi,’ 
the word could not be recognised to be denotative of any other thing ; 
and in that case the feminine ending i would be quite significant. When, 
however, the word is held to have a literal meaning, even before the addi- 
tion of the feminine ending, the literal meaning of the word is recognised 
to be the same (washing material); aud hence when the particular washing 
material meant is the Butter, the feminine ending is not added, the noun 
by itself is simply used (the direction being simply ‘ prokshanamasaidaya’). 
And though in a case when Injunctions refer to the verbal form of a 
word, no changes in it are allowable, yet there can be no such restriction of 
words in the case in question; because the direction refers to materials, 
and not to their names; and hence it is by no means possible that the word 
‘ prokshani,’ (in the said direction) being incapable of being changed into 
‘prokshana,’ the word to be used must be ghrta’ only, as in the case of 


the words that have their significations conventionally fixed to the class 


(of objects). 


ADHIKARANA‘(§). 


[ Treating ofthe fact of the word Nirmanthya’ being taken in its literal 
sense. | 


Sutra (12): 80 also in the case of the word ‘nirmanthya,’ 


In the case of the word Nirmanthya’ (=the fire produced by fric- 
tion) also, we can (as before) raise questions as to its signifying the 
class or a purified fire, and then we should set aside these names aud 
finally prove that it must be taken in its literal signification. 

[The Bhashya says that in the sente 


nce ‘ nirmanthyéna ishtakah pacanti 
the word nirmanthna means the ‘ fire that is produced by friction on the 
very spot ;’ and it is against this that we have the following] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


, N The word ‘ Nirmanthya’ signifying only ‘the fire produced by fric- 
: tion,’ and as such having its sole Purpose in the setting aside of the em- 
ploying of such fires as are produced, either from electric sparks or by 


“ striking, or from the solar gem, h., - why should į 
„ t be ta m 
“ fire produced on the spot? In ‘ordi roa dit be taken to mean the 


‘fication of words being based up 
“ though the word Navaniteng ? 


“ tna), the repetition of the word ‘ navaniteng’ can be taken to signif 
“ the fact of the freshly-botled butter en to signily 


“ of the word Nirmanthya,’ however, is different. Because in this case 


Veda (in this case, the 
ng its sole use in the 
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“ setting aside of the fire produced by other processes, it cannot indicate 
“ anything as to whether the fire produced by friction meant here should 
“be one produced on the spot, or at any time; and as such how can it be 
“ taken to signify the fire produced by friction on the spot? For certainly, 
this immediateness does not form part of the literal signification of the 
“word, which rests only in the fact of the fire being produced by the 
“ particular process of friction. Therefore the declaration of the Bhashya 
“is not right.” 
SIDDHANTA. 


But the above arguments do uot affect our position ; because the 
presence of the Fire itself being indicated by the word pda (cooking) 
itself, the addition of the word“ Nirmanthya’ must be taken as with the 
sole view to lay down the particular qualification of the Fire that is 
meant; and this qualification (of being produced by friction) forming part 
of the aforesaid cooking could not but be brought about at the very place 
where the cooking is to be done. 

That is to say, in the sentence— the red-turbaned priests move about’ 
-~the presence of the priests themselves having been pointed out by other 
texts, the sentence is taken only as laying down the fact of their having 
red turbans; exactly in the same manner, in the case in question, the 
action of producing the fire by friction must be taken as a qualification 
(of the Fire) laid down as part of the cooking; and it is a well-known 
fact, which will be explained later on, that the subsidiary actions should 
be performed, at the samo place and time, aud by the same person, as 
the Primary Action; and hence the cooking spoken of in the sentence in 
question could not but be done by the Five produced by friction, at the 
time of the Cooking, in the same place, and by the same person (that 
does the cooking); and this is all that is meant by the Bhāshya passage to 
which exception has been taken (in the Parvapaksha), 


e 


ADHIKARANA (10). 


[Treating of the fact of words like ‘Vaigvadéva’ being names of sacri- 
fices.) 


Sutra (13): “In the case of the word Vaicvadeva’ there 
is an option.” ? 


The case of the word ‘ Paipvadeva in the sentence Vaiçvadërëna 
yajéta,’ does not come in any of the foregoing Adhikaranas ; for (1) the 
Accessory-Deity in this case being mentioned by means of the nominal 
affix, the acceptance of such an Injunction does not necessitate the assump- 
tion of a possessive indication; (2) nor are there many objects of the 
Injunction, and as such there can be no syntactical split; (3) nor is there 
any other Injunction of the Deities of the whole Caturmdsya sacrifice 3 (4) 
nor is the nominal affix inexplicit in this case, as is the compound in the 
word ‘ Agnthotra ;’ Specially as in all cases, the Deity is laid down by 
means of such nominal affixes; (5) nor does the word ‘ Vaigvadéva ’ point. 
to any particular sacrifice, like the word « Cyéna’ (pointing to the Cyéna 
sacrifice) ; (6) there being no mention of any result, in this case there 
could be no diversity in the form of the root ‘ yajt,’ as has beon found 
in the case of the word“ Vajapaya.’ And thus the present case not be- 
ing included in any of those treated of above, we take up its considera- 
tion now. 

Nor can this enquiry be said to have been interru 
sideration of the meaning of the words ‘ Varht, &.; because in all these 
cases, it is only the names (of sacrifices and materials) that form the objects 
of enquiry. Or, it may be that in the case of such words as Nirmanthya’ 
and the like, it has been found that the names th 
signify something not got at before; 
purpose of Injunctions ; and the question very naturally follows—whether 
or not the same may be said of the word « Vaięvadeva also. 

The Pirvapaksha says there ig an option; but this is only an ex- 
Planation of what follows if the word ig taken!as laying down an Accessory 


pted by the con- 


at have literal meanings 
and as such are found to serve the 


4 A 
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(i. e., in that case, inasmuch as there are other Deities laid down by other 
passages, there would be an option among the Deities to whom the sacri- 
fice in question could be offered). 

. In connection with the word, the following question is raised: If it 
is the Injunction of an Accessory, then the sacrifice itself cannot be enjoined ; 
nor could the word refer to the sacrifice enjoined by a sentence, far re- 
moved from it; and hence the word cannot be taken as laying down a 
Deity forthe Ignsya sacrifice, which forms the subject-matter of the parti- 
cular context; because any such Injunction of a new Deity is barred by 
the fact of the Deity of these sacrifices having been laid down in their 


own original Injunctions.’ . 
And on this we have the following oe 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


«There could be an option in making the offering to the Vigvédévas, 
« or to the Deity pointed out in the original Injunction. And neither the 


he Bhashya has yet shown that that which is mentioned in 


“ Sutra nor t 
« the original Injunction is more authoritative than anything laid down 
from accepting 


« subsequently ; and hence there is nothing to prevent us 


“ all the Deities as equally authoritatively mentioned. 

% And further, no useful purpose could be served by making the wora 
06 Vaiguadéva' refer (as a name) to all the sacrifices (that constitute the 
% Caturmasya sacrifice). Nor are the Vaigos ls vas known (prior to the sen- 
« tence in question) to belong either to one of these sacrifices or to all of 


«thom taken collectively (and as such the word could not be taken as 


« referring to these sacrifices). 
«That is to say, if the word 
the whole of the sentence in question 
« gacrifices in question, either singly or collectively, 
a related to the Vigvédévas ; and they could not be spoken of by, the 
„ name yaipvadeva; nor does the verbal root ‘yaqjt’ (in the sentence 
«< Paiguaderena yajéta’) signify the Amiksha sacrifice only (which has been 
«di stinctly pointed out as belonging to the Viguadavas); nor again is the 
a! Vaigvadeva’ held (even by the Siddhanti) to apply to the Amiksha 
only; hence we must take the word as laying down the 
assory Deity for the seven sacrifices (which, with the Amiksha@, form 
s Aces ht gacrifices of the Oaturmãsya). 
60 the Agaiset this the following might be urged: In that case, the sam 
adera would be an Injunction with reference to the Sota 


did not lay down the Accessory-Deity, 
would be useless. Because the 
are not known to be 
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et gaorifices, and a mere Description, with reference to the Amiksh@; and 
ec this would involve a aelf-contradiction.’ 

“But it is not so; because although all the eight sacrifices form the 
“subject-matter of the context, yet the function of an Injunction can rest 
“only in that whereto that whioh is enjoined is not already known to be- 
eng; and hence there could be no self-contradiction in the matter.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (14). But it is not so; because of the Context, and be- 
cause of there being a direct Injunction; specially as the Context 
does not apply to the material. : 


To the above Pürvapaksha, we make the following reply : The word 
-nuut be an Injanction of the Accessory- Deity for the sacrifices in ques- 
tion; because their’ Deity having been already mentioned, there is no 
room for any other Deity; nor can there be an option in the matter, 
because the authoritative character of the two Injunctions is unequal. 

Agni, Go., have been laid down, by means of the Direct Denotation 
(Grati) of the nominal affix (in the word ‘agnéya,’ &o.), as the Deities for 
the Ashtakapala, &c. ; while the fact of the Vatpvédévas being their Deit 
is held to be pointed out by the syntactical order (of the sentence . Vaive. 
., dẽvẽna yajēta `) [and certainly Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
any indications of the syntax]. It may be urged that in the former 8 

also that which signifies the fact of Agni being the Deity of the Ashtaka. 
pale is also a sentence {the syntactical connection between the wor ds 
‘agnéya’? and ‘ashtdkapala’). But it is not so, because the relations}; 
of the material ( Ashtakapala) with the Deity (Agni) having been establish 
ed by the nominal affix (in àgnsya), all that the sentence does ig to no: 8 
. out the fact of agnæꝝna qualifying the ashtakapala.’ Point 
It might be urged that the same may be said to be the case with 4 
word ‘ Vaipvadava’ also (as this also -establishes the relationship of the 
waterial with the Vigvédavas). But that is not possible; because in ae 
case the process would be a highly complicated and round. about one ee: 
we shall have to assume the (word to aiguify) the relationship (of ‘a. 
Deity Viguadsvas) with a material that will have 5 be taken ag indireg 
indicated by the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by the word. yajata’ ; for ce ee 
the word ‘ Vaigvadsvsna is not found to be expressive of any natia y 
` either that which belongs to the sacrifices treated of, or any rial, 


3 other; 
en that we can say is that the co-extensivencss of the worg r; all 


2277 2. ` P. Y 
dëvëna’ with the denotation of the word yajëta points to the cons ise 
54 : l i m 
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that ‘by means of the Vaigvadéva sacrifice, &o., &.’ E E E tay 
there could be no sacrifice without a material, the only material that could 
be made to reach the Vigvédévas (by means of this sentence alone) would 
be that which is indicated by the (apparent inconsistency of the sacrifice. 
But the sentence only pointing to the relationship of the sacrifice with 
the Deity, this relationship of the material could only be assumed by 
means of the exigencies of the Context; aud such an assumption could 
be ouly in this form: when offering the Agneya sacrifice, one should offer 
it as the Vatguadéva sacrifice (i.e. sacrifice of which the Vigvédévus aro 
the Deities) and none other ? . ; 

In the case of the Injunction'of the Agnéya sacrifice, however, there 
ig no need for having recourse to any indirect indication, or for calling in 
the help of the Context; and this fact constitutes a great difference in the. - 
authoritative character of the two Injunctions. 

Says the zũtra—na hi prakaranandravyasya (the Context does not apply 
to the material ). This may mean—(1) either that when the sentence lays 
down the relationship of the material with Agni, there is no need for calling 
in the help of the Context ; (2) or that the Context of the material hus not 
heen accepted by the sentence Vutgradévena, &. (i. e., it does not make 
any mention of the material). 
he Bhashya explains this sentence (na he prakaranandravyasys) as that 
the Contezt cannot set aside the thiny that is directly lait down ; aud iu this 

kes the word ‘dravya’ as thing (and not as the 


hashya evidently ta ! 
1 ie a sacrifice), the sense of the Bhashya being that such a thing 
W 


which has been ‘ directly laid down’ as the Deity, cannot be sel aside by 

pnsiderations of the Context. Or, in the Bhashya sentence, the word 

05 ia a! (directly laid down) may not be taken as qualifying the word 

205 2 the sense of the Bhishya passage in that case being that, 

Agni, which has been ‘directly laid down’ as the Deity in eunuection with 
the particular material,’ cannot be set aside by the Context. 

[Thas then, it has been shown that the word cannot be taken as lay- 
zue down a Deity for the. sacrifices that form tho subject-matter dealt 
mg Nor can the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by the word“ yajéte’ in the ren- 
with]. nestion be taken, either as pointing out a Deity in reference to 
. orifice mentioned somewhere else (such as the Upānçu snerifice 
another h no particular Deity has been laid down), or as laying down an 
for wht fresh sacrifice toyether with its particular Deity. 
altogether | the pointing out of the whole set of sacrifices (constituting the 
ö ees by the word ‘ Vaipradevu (taken as a name of all these 
Glen collect vely), this serves a distinct useful purpose (and is not 
taken i 


tis Agu i, 
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absolutely useless as urged by the Parvapaksha) ; inasmuch as it serves to 
bring together the various sacrifices scattered here and there; and with- 
out the fact of all these sacrifices being pointed out collectively by the 
name ‘ Vuigvadéva’ there could be no such Injunctions as—‘ Fasane 
Vaigvadévéna, ' ‘ pracinapravané Vaigvadévéna, and the like—which refer 
to all the eight materials laid down as being offered at the various sacri- 
fices of the Caturmasya. Therefore we conclude that although the Vigve- 
dévas are actually mentioned in connection with only one of these mate 
rials (viz., the Am ikshd), yet all the others could also be referred to by the 
word ‘ Vaigvadéra,’—exactly as in a group of ten or fifteen men, even 
though all of them may not have umbrellas, yet even if some of them 
happen to have it, it is said of them that the people with umbrellas are 
going’; and hence the word ‘ Vajgvadeva can very well be taken as the 
name of all the Caturmdsya sacrifices taken collectively. 


Sutra (15). There is no mutual relationship of significations. 

The word ‘ Vuzgvadéra’ cannot be taken as laying down the Deity 

for the sacrifices of which the Vaigvadéva’ is one; because in that case 

the same word ‘ Vaigvadéra’ would be taken, once (in connection with 

the Amiksha sacrifice) as only pointing to a well-established fact, and at 

the same time as an Injunction (of the Deity, with reference to the other 
seven sacrifices) ; and certainly thia is highly improper. 

Or, we may explain the Sutra in the following manner: It has been 
urged in the Parvapaksha that, like the word Nirmanthya, the worl 
* Vaigvadava’ also, though a name, could also be taken as laying down the 
Deity ; and in reply to this we assert that such mutual concomitance of the 
signification of the name and the Injunction of an Accessory is not possible. 
(1. e., the same word can not be taken as both); and as for the word ‘ Nir- 
mantya we take it only as laying down an Accessory (fire), 


Sutra (16). Because the Accessories have a secondary impor- 
tance (Ict., are for the sake of others). 


This Sutra may be taken as a part of the previous Sütra, the two to- 
gether being explained in the following manner: If all the materials be 
offered together, there could not be thirty offerings in all; and this wond con- 
stitute a sin (Sūtra 15) —because the material offered is an accessory (Sūtra 16) ; 
and us such the material being of secondary importance, a mere difference 
in these materials (as qi, rajena and the other materials offered. 11 
the Caturmasya sacrifices) could not justify a repetition of the action of 


4 
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offering; because (if the word Vaigvadéva’ be taken as laying down a 
common Deity for all these sacrifices) the Deity of all the offerings being 
one and the same, it would certainly be a very much simpler process to 
make a single offering (of all the materials); and thus there heing a pos- 
- sibility of making a single offering of all the materials, no repetition of the 
action of offering can be allowable. Specially as all the sacrifices have 
the same Deity, there would be nothing incongruous in this joint offering 
of all the materials. And this would go directly against the Vedic declara- 
tion that thirty offerings are to be offered (at the Oaturmisya sacrifices), 
—the thirty offerings consisting (according to some), of the nine Praydjas, the 
the nine Anuydjas, the two Aghäras, the two Ajyabhagas, and the eight 
Principal offerings,—while some people leave off the two Aghdras, and count 
instead, the Svishtakrt and the Vajina offerings. In any case the eight 
Principal offerings are always found to be offered separately (and not con- 
jointly, as would be necessary if the word in question were taken as laying 


down the Deity). 


RN Re 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


` 


[Treating of the fact of the mention of the number ‘ eight, in connection 
with the Vaigvanara, being an Arthavãda.] 


Sutra (17). “Those words that express something already 
known before, cannot serve the purposes of an Injunction. The 
aforesaid is also applicable to the sentence in question.” ` 


The consideration of the question as to whether certain words are 
names of sacrifices or Injunctions of Accessories having been finished, 
we now proceed to consider whether certain words can be taken as 
Injunctions of Accessories. Or, it may be that, in the sentence in ques- 
tion va igvanaran drãdapakupũlum nirvupét......yadashtakapaélo bhavati 
gtyatryaivainam brahmavarcaséna punati’—the asktākapāla (the cake 
Prepared in the eight cups) as included in the dvadagakapéla’ (the cake 
prepared in the twelve cups), is co-extensive with the Vaiguanara; and as 
such the number eight having already been laid down by the mention of 
the number twelve, the word Ashtakapdla’ might be taken as a mere 
name; whereas on the ground of the ordinarily accepted signification of the 
Word, and on account of the number not having been laid down dlaawliess 
it may be shown that the word lays down an Accessor ; and lense sbat 
We proposo to do in the present Adhikarana is to reject both these theories 
and show that the mention of tlie Ashtākapāla is a mere Arthavāda. 

Oe Somo people explain the Purvapaksha contained in the Sitra,in the 
J “ z 
0 ow ing manner: Those words whose meanings are already known can 
„S utilised only by being taken as Injunotions; while those whose meanings 
i aro not known should be taken as names, as shown under the Sätra 
8 wee ; and hence the mention of the number eight > must be taken 
4 sation an Accessory. [In this case the reading of the Sutra . 
d bet pi varanto vidhindrthith,’ and not “ parvavanto’ vidhanarihah.J 

But this interpretation of the Purvapaksha is not correct; because 

the mere fret of the signitication of a word being unknown cannot inake it 
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a name; on the other hand, just as the fact of a word being altogether new 
and having its ordinary signification’ unknown proves that it cannot be 
taken as laying down the Accessory of a sacrifice,—exactly in the same 
manner, it is all the more impossible for it to be taken as the name of any 
Vedic sacrifice; and hence such a word cannot be taken as a name either ; 
because it is a well-recognised fact that it is only when the ordinary 
signification of a word is well-known that it can be taken as a Name, on 
the ground of its being mentioned along with a certain sacrifice. “ae 

Therefore we must accept the interpretation of the Sūtra, as given 
in the Bhashya; and in accordance with this, the Sutra embodies the 
following 

PURVAPAK SHA. 


60 When a word expresses a meaning that is already known, then it 
“ig either a name or an Arthavada; in the case in question however, as 
“the word signifies something not known before (it cannot but be taken 
“as laying down an accessory, a particular number of the cakes) ; and as 
„ such there would be an option as to the number, exactly as there was 
«in the case of the word Vaigvadéva.’ 

„That is to say, if the number eight’ be somehow or other, already 
“known to belong to the cakes employed at the Vaiçvānara sacrifice, then, 
“in accordance with this well-known fact, the word ‘ Ashtakapala would 
“ þe taken either as a name or as an Arthavada ; as a matter of fact, however, 
40 otis do not find the number“ eight’ mentioned anywhere else, in con- 
“nection with the Vaigvanara sacrifice; as the only number that is men- 


“ tioned is ‘ twelve.’ 


„ And as a matter of fact, though the smaller number ‘eight’ is, 


‘included in the greater number ‘twelve,’ yet when the word used is 
“twelve, it does not signify the fact of the number ‘eight’ specifying 
“the object; and as such this latter number cannot be taken as qualifying 
“ the object in question. 

“That is to say, a number does not operate by its mere presence; 
“but the only operation that it has is through the specification of the 
numbered object; and hence, when the cups have been specified by the 
“number ‘twelve,’ any other number, ‘eight,’ f. i., cannot be taken as 
“specifying them ; and hence (as far as any usefulness is concerne d) 
“these latter are as good as non-existent. Even though their existence 
“may, in some way or other, be admitted, yet all that the mention of the 
“number would mean would be that“ there are eight,’ and not that ‘ there 
Paro eight oop m which the cakes are prepared. And further, the 
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“nominal affix in the word asbtãkapala is one which is peasible only 
“when the material signified is a duly prepared and purified one (ao- 
“cording to Pänini's Siira ‘sanskrtam bhakshth’ IV—ii—16); and 
“the compound too is one based upon the peculiar character of the 
nominal affix (according to Payini’s Sdtra ‘taddhitarthottarapada, & o., Ho. 
“ II—i—51) ; and these too are possible only when the factors of the word 
“ have the requisite capability; this requisite capability again is Possible, 
“only when they are independent of all extraneous help. Consequently, 
“in the case in question, if the number eight be dependent upon the num- 
ber twelve, we could not have the word ‘ashtakapdla (as in that case 
* neither the particular nominal affix nor the compound would be possible); 
and hence the word ‘ashtakapfla’ cannot be accepted to be significant of 
` ‘the Duédugakapila. And hence, the word ‘ashtakap@la’ not being found 
to be descriptive of even the form of the- Dvädaçakapäla, any Praise of 
this latter by that word would be wholly irrelevant; specially as the num- 
ber ‘ eight’ would not afford any more help in the sacrifice than the num- 
ber twelve ; because both are numbers (and numbers by themselves cannot 
“be of any use in sacrifices); although, however, a praise of the namber 
“eight might mean a praise of the number twelve also, yet, any praise 
“of the eight cups could not belong to the twelve cups; because the nouns 
“and the adjectives in the two cases are totally different. And the num- 
“ber ‘twelve’ has a distinct praise of itself in the Vedic sentence— 
Jjagatyaivũsmin, &o.’ (and as such it does not stand in need of any other 
“ praise). 


For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ ashtakapila’ must 
“ be taken as laying down the number eight as an optional alternative 
“ to the number ‘twelve.’ 

“ And inasmuch as all the sentences in question are found to end in 
he single original Injunction of the Vaipvanara sacrifice as qualified by 
“ many optional alternatives with regard to the number of cups to be employed 
“ (in the preparation of the cakes to be offered), there can be no difference 
“of authority among the various sentences (forming this original Injunc- 
tion). i 

15 Sétra adds—the aforesaid is also applicable to the sentence in 
s question and the word aforesaid refers to that which has been said 
“ before, in the Pürvapaksha with regard to the word ‘ Vuigvadeva’ ; and 
“the grira means that all the arguments. therein urged apply to the 
“sentence dealt with in the present Adhikaraga; while the Refatations 
“of these arguments (as shown under the Siddhänta in connection with 
“the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’).do not apply to the present case. Ana heme: we 
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« cannot but take the words ‘ashtākapāla, &o., as layin 
kgr ; 3 " g down the acces- 
2 sacrifices (in the shape of the particular numbers of cups to be 
SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (18). If the word in question be taken as laying down 
Accessories, these accessories, not belonging to the sacrifice, would 
be absolutely useless in the performance of any; because they can 


have no use with regard to it. 

The Accessory could not be laid down, either with reference to the 
sacrifice treated of in the Context, or to any other sacrifice; nor could 
there be an injunction of the material qualified in a certain manner. 

That is to say—(1) The sacrifice in question having the number put 
any other numbers, as eight, etc., could not be laid down 
with regard to it. (2) Nor could these numbers be laid down with regard 

there is no mention of any such in the sen- 


rifice, becaus 
ld the sentence ‘ashtakapalo bhavati’ itself lay down 


qualified by the number eight, because the 
y relationship of the material with a parti- 
(4) The same reasons would also show that the sentence could 

resaid three ways) as laying down the num- 
it can also be shown that the sen- 


material laid down as the cake prepa’ 
to take op the other cake (that prepared in eight cups for instance); and 
other sacrifice, so long as it is not distinctly pointed out bya 


word peo iar to itself, no cake could be laid down for it; nor could there 
be an injunction of the cakes themselves, independently of any - sacrifice ; 
because in this manner, it would not be related to any result or the means 
8 mplisbing it; and as euch of what use could the Cake be P Nor is 
it possible for the material to be laid down; because it is not of the 
nature of an Action ; and for this very reason; it is not possible for us to 
assume a Result, 68 n the case of the Viguajit gaoriflos. 
the word is Vaigeinara’ of the preceding sentence be tak 

along with the following sentence, for the purpose of connecting this leites 
witb as acrifice. Because there is a diversity -in the case-endings ; and in r 

as even without such a construction being accepted, there is no = 
ooeistenoy or nselessness of any words (we cannot assume s. co-ordin 1705 
7 „ords with different case-terminations ). anon 
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To explain :—It might be urged that the relationship of the word 
‘Vaigvanara’ being transferred to the following sentence, this latter sen- 
tence (‘asht@kapalo bhavats’) could be taken as laying down the relationship 
of the Deity with such materials as the cakes prepared in the eight cups, 
and thus this would Point to a sacrifice other than the Vaigvanara itself 
(and there would be nothing incoherent in the number eight being laid 
down with regard to it). But thie is not possible; because the word 
‘ Vaigviinaram,’ being in the Accusative, could not be taken along with 
‘ashtakapalah’, which is in the N omiuative. Nor could we change the case- 
terminations (through the exigencies of construction) ; because the sentence 
is qnite capable of another construction. If without such construing of the 
Accusative with the Nominative and the changing of the endings, the word 
‘ ashla@kapila’ were meaningless, then we could do anything to make 
it give some sense; but when we find the word quite capable of being 
taken as a Praise, it cannot be said to be meaningless (and hence 
thero can be no ground for any anomalous construction being adopted). 
If the word be taken as a Praise, then it could be taken as being descrip- 
tive of the Vatpudnara sacrifice; and in the case of a description the differ- 
ence in the case-endiugs does not matter at all. 

For these reasons we cannot take the word as laying down the Cake. 

Nor are the Cakes prepared in eight cups found to have any separate 
existence of their own in the Cakes prepared in twelve cups; because the 
only difference that we find in the two lies in the number eight; and we 
have already shown that this number eight cannot be taken as being laid 
down either in connection with the sacrifice or with the Cake. 

Nor is it possible for you to take the number eight along with the 
‘ Deddasakapita’ ; because the objects enjoined by the two, as well as 
their purposes, are totally different; and certainly those that are so very 
diverse from each other cannot be said to be mutually dependent (vide 
conditions for taking one sentence along with another ag explained under 
Sutra II-i-46). If, however, the two could be taken together, all the sen · 
tences collectively would lay down a single Bhāvanā qualified by the qua- 

ifications mentioned in all the sentences ; and as such there could be no 
room for any option in the matter (as held by the Parvapaksha). | 
And as for the numbers eight, etc., inasmuch as they are mere proper- 
ties, each of the sentences cannot be taken as complete in itself and pointing 
t the performance of distinct Actions. 
Nor is a collocation (or congregation) of different numbers possible 
(in any one place); because the appearance of any one number makes the 
existence of all other numbers impossible. And as for the congregation of 
y numbers, without the appearance of any new number, —in that case 
the numbers eight, &o., being already included in the number twelve, the 
55 
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former numbers would be got at by the injunction of the latter only ; and 
as such any mention of them cannot but be taken in the light of a mere 
description (which cannot be very palatable to the Parvapakshi). 

Hence it becomes necessary for you to admit that each of the 
sentences in question lays down a distinct number independently of 
those laid down’ in another. And in that case, with regard to the 
Vaiçvānara sacrifice (which is the only one mentioned in the sentence), 
the number twelve would be laid down in its own originative sentence, 
while the other numbers could be related to it only on account of the 
fact of the sentences (laying down these numbers) being found in 
the same Context; and as such (Context being -weaker in its authority 
than Direct Syntactical Relation), the relationship of these latter numbers 
with the Vaigvanara sacrifice would be impossible in face of that of the 
number ‘ twelve.” And hence the Vatguanara sacrifice having its particular 
number fixed at twelve, could not stand in need of any other number, 
‘ eight,’ &c. 

And further, no relationship pf the number ‘eight’ with any sac- 
rifice being possible, through the Vaigvanara sacrifice, which has its 
number distinctly laid down as ‘twelve, ’ it becomes necessary to assert 
its relationship with a sacrifice, independently of the Vatguanara; but 
the number eight, apart from the Cake, is not capable of any relationship 
with a sacrifice; aud when taken along with the Oakes it cannot attain 
to any relationship with the Vaiçvānara sacrifice ; specially as the fact 
of its being related to the Cake by direct Syntactical Relation would 
naturally set aside any chance of its relationship to the Vatpudnara sacrifice 
which relationship would be based on the mere fact of the two occuring 
in the same Context ;—and as such it could never belong to the Vatgviinara- 
sacrifice. . 

And thus not being a qualification of the Vatgudnara sacrifice (atad- 
gunk), end being related to the Cake only (apart from any sacrifice), the 
numbers eight, &o., would be absolutely useless, in the performance of any 
- gacrifice ( prayögë syuranarthakih’) because they can have no use with regard 

to the Oake (‘na hi tampratyarthavattasti’), Or, this last sentenco may be 
explained in the following manner: As to why these numbers are not rela - 
ted to the Vaigvinara sacrifice, we reply—because they can have no use in a 
sacrifice whose particular number ‘ twelve’ has been already laid down, 


Sutras (19-20): If it be urged that, ‘the mention (of the numbers 
‘eight,’ &¢.) could not be supplementary (to any Injunction)’— 
then, inasmuch as these are not excluded from the Injunctive word 
they could be taken as serving the purpose of Praising. 


That is to say, inasmuch as in the absence of an Injunction of the 
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numbers eight, &c., any praise of them (as contained in the sentences 
‘Yadashtakapalo bhavati gayatryaivainam brahmavarcastna punati, &c.) 
would be entirely irrelevant,—we must take these sentences as praising the 
number ‘twelve’ through its parts (i.e., the numbers contained within it). 
For, as a matter of fact, that alone can be praised which is recognised as 
enjoined ;. in the case in question, it is the number ‘twelve’ that is en- 
Joined ; and hence we must take tho eulogistic sentences as, in some way 
or other, praising this number. And as the number ‘eight’ happens to be 
mentioned iu close proximity to it, we can very rightly take it as only 
pointing out a part; of the number twelve; and itis a recognised fact that 
a praise of the part reverts to the whole. Thus then, the eulogy con- 
tained in the sentence may be expanded out in the following manner: The 
Drädaçakapäla (i. e., the cake prepared in the twelve cups) is such a grand 
thing, that when it is prepared, it accomplishes the ashtakapala, &., also; 
and these latter are so very effective as to bring about Brahmic glory, & 
and bence the Dvddagakapala also must be very excellently effective. 
It has been urged in the Purvapabsha that, “inasmuch as there is 
already a sentence in praise of the Dvdadagakapéla, no other sentence could 
be taken as praising it.” But this is not quite correct, because there can be 
no limit to a praise; and hence all that may be found to be mentioned in 
connection with an Injunction can very rightly be taken ag pointing to the 
object of the Injunction. In all cases we find Praises in words, few or many ; 
and as to whether any particular praise is useful or not depends upon the 
character of the person addressed; as for some people the mere fact of an 
action being enjoined is enongh to prompt him to that action; and in the 
case of such a person all Praise of the action would be redundant; and 
hence, as shown above, the Praises must be taken ag being laid down for 
the sake of those wlio are not so readily obedient to an Injunction. In the 
same manner it is quite possible that though a slight praise would suffice 
for persuading one man, another man would require a more el 
before he is persuaded to the performance of an action 1 
elaborate praise cannot be rejected as useless. 


Sutra (21): Obj.: “It might be the instigator.” 

[" Says the Bhashya: why could not the Brahmic glory be taken as the 
Karana of the number ‘eight’? the sentence meaning that one who és desir- 
“ous of Brahmic glory should take to the Ashtakapala”?] N 

“ And here the word ‘ Karana’ cannot be taken in the ordinary sense of 
the cause or ‘progenitor’; because it is the number eight itself that is such a 
_ “ cause of the various results, purification, &c.; we must therefore take itin 

the sense of ‘instigator ’ ; these results being the instigators of the actions.” 

“It has been urged above that any Injunotion or Praise of the 


aborate praise, 
and hence au 
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number eight would be absolutely useless, as the number pertaining to 
“ the only sacrifice in question has already been laid down as twelve.’ But, 
“ag a matter of fact, there cau be no such uselessness. Because the 
er twelve is with reference to tbe sacrifice when 
duty (without any particular result in view) ; 
„ when, however, a person desires such results as Brahmic glory and the 
“ like, thev for such person, the text lays down the number ‘ twelve,’ 
“ which, in this case, makes room for the particularly desired number 
‘eight.’ (1) Because that which is performed with a view toa certain 
desirable result, being closely connected with man’s true purpose, always 
“ gets aside that which is per 
«latter duty is laid down as a general rule, while the former is a special 
“ case (and a special case always sets aside the general). 
„hut is to say, all efforts of man tend towards the accomplishment of 
“a desirable purpose; and hence that which is more closely related to it, 
but bave a prior claim on the man’s attention. In the case in 
the number ‘ twelve’ is far remote from any desirable purpose 
because it serves to specify the cups required for the preparing 
ia] to be employed at a sacrifice that would be performed for 
t of a desirable end; as for the number eight, this is 
bout a desirable result, in the shape of Brahmic 
“ glory; directly through the sacrifice itself; and thus being more closely 
4 related to the desirable end, the number eight must be accepted as 
“the more authoritative ; h a mention of this cannot be snid 


and as suc 

“ to be absolutely useless. 

„An objection might be raised here: ‘You accept the obtaining of 
„ Brahmic glory to be a definite result; but in the absence of any Praise, 
«how could you obtain a direct Injunction for words (like bhavati) that 
« ave expressive of the present state of things? 

« And to this, some people make the following reply: We can arrive 
“ at a direct Injunction in the way shown in the Parvapaksha of tho Adhi- 
“ karana on ‘ Audumbara’ (Sétras I—ii—19-25). 

“ But this is not quito correct ; because the arguments therein pro- 
“ pounded have alroady been refuted in the Siddhanta of tho same Adhi- 
“u parana. Hence we offer tho following explanation: The real result is 
mentioned in the sentonco - pula Bva sa tajasvi, & o. 3 and the sentouco 
“s gayatryaivainam bruhmavarcusëna, Ko., contaiuing a Praise points to ita 
« counterpart Injunction ; and it is for this reason that each of the actions 
together with tho Praises, in the sentences“ yadashtakapalo 


mentioned. j 
r ‘ yannavakilpalo bhavati, &e., &e.,—are connected respectively 


« mention of the numb 
performed as a necessary 


“ cannot 
i question, 
“of man; 

of the mater 
“ the accomplishmen 
“ Jaid down as bringing a 


“ bhavatt, 
«with each of 
u yoannādo, ge” 


formed as a mere duty; and (2) because the 


tho results montioned iu the sentence sa pila ave sa fajas- . 
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_ Sutra (22). Reply: on account of uselessness they cannot be 
instigators; because the instigator is of the agent; hence they must 
be taken as signifying mere Praise. - 5 i 


If distinct results he assamed to follow frora each of the accessories 
(that is if each of the numbers, eight, &c., be held to bring about a dis- 
tinct result), then it would be necessary to have as many (Injunctive) 
Sentences as there are results mentioned ; while in the case in question, 
it is clear that the whole thing refers to 2 single Injunction; inasmuch as 
it is distinctly perceptible that, from beginning to end, all that is men- 
tioned, is in direct connection with the same subject. 

That is to say, the context begins with ‘ A son being born one should 
perform the Doadapakapäla,“ &o., &., (putré jatë dvadagakapalam, &o., 
c.); and then having described the ‘ asht@kapala,’ &c., it winds up with 
the declarations—‘ This dvadagakapala that is accomplished’ ( yaddva- 
dagakapalo bhavati’), and ‘one on whose birth this sacrifice is performed 
becomes pure, endowed with glory, &c., &c., (‘yasmin Jãtè Stam ishtim 
nirvaps' pūta eva sa f@jasvyannado, &., Kc.) —all of which refers to the 
same sacrifice that was mentioned in the opening sentence of the Context. 
And for this reason, the mention of the ashtakapala,’ &c., cannot in any 
way be separated from that sacrifice. And,as a matter of fact, we find 
that they cannot be taken along with that sacrifice, unless they are taken 
to be mere Praises. And thus we find that, unless they are taken to be 
Praises, they can, as they are situated, serve no other purpose, 

And the results ‘purity,’ &c., could serve as instigators, only if they 
were related to the agent performing the sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, 
however, they are found to be related merely to the Vaipvdnard sacrifice ; 
and hence—.e., inasmuch as no cther use is possible—they must be taken 
as serving the purposes of Praising:.. That is to say, if we had such an 
Injunction as that for one who desires purity the number of caps should 
be eight,’—then the desired result, being found to be related to the per- 
former of the sacrifice, could serve as his instigator or prompter; asa 
matter of fact, however, from the context it is clear that the results men- 
tioned are related to the Vaigvanara sacrifice only; and as such the men- 
tion of the results cannot but be taken as to be added in praise of the 
Faipvãnara sacrifice. itself]. f 

And farther, inasmuch as the results purity, &., —are mentioned in 
the sentence ‘pūta éva ga, &., where the Pronoun sa (he) distinctly 
refers to ‘one on whose birth the Vaigvanara sacrifice is performed; and 
hence these results could not be connected with anything that has been 
mentioned before (such as the Ashtakapila, &o,). Nor is the mention of 
the results entirely irrelevant, in connection with the Vatguinara rige i 


438 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. 1 Pipa 1v—apHI (11). 
and hence there can be no ground for transferring their relationship from 
this to the Ashtakapala, &e. [And inasmuch as all the results purity, glory, 
Co., are found to be mentioned as all appearing together in the son on 
whose birth the Vatguinara sacrifice is performed.] It is not possible for 
these results—purely, &c.,—to be taken as following, one by one, from the 
numbers eight, nine, &., (of the cups) respectively; specially as each of 
these numbers has got a definite result of its own—such as Brabmic 

glory, and the like—mentioned along with itself. And so far as these 

differentiated results—Brahmic glory, &.,—are concerned, you also admit 
of their mention being a mere Praise (see above). And hence the result, 
that is pointed out by the sentences— pita sva 8%, Go., (he becomes puri- 
fied, Go., ) must pe taken as pertaining to the sacrifice (Vuigvũnara), and 
not to the numbers eight, G0. (And though they may be taken as results 
following from the Vaigvanara sacrifice, yet) in the frst „ 

i f these must be taken to be in praise of the sacrifice ; specially as the 
fon? ion ‘having such and such a desire’ does not appear in the sentences, 

55 e not the form of the Injunctions of Results. Aud it is only 
Sea the results ‘ purity,’ &e., are taken as mentioned only in praise of the 
sacrifice, that the sentences yaddshtakapalo bhavati,’ &c., could be explained 
as serving the purpose of supporting the facts mentioned in the Praise 

Id be absolutely useless). And hence we 
rds ‘ Ashtäkapāla, &c., cannot be taken as laying 


(otherwise these sentences wou 

conclude that the wo 

down the accessory of ‘@ sacrifice (in the shape of the number of the cups 
the preparation of the cakes to be offered at it). 


to be employed in 


a 


ADHIKARANAS (12—17). 


Sutras (23—28): The fulfilment of the 
Origin (24)—Similarity of shape (25)—Praise (26)—Large number 
(27)—the Inherence of signs (28),—(which form the bases of secon- 


dary or indirect signification)—are based upon qualities. 


signification (23)— 


While treating of Arthavadus, we did not explain the fact of these 
heing helped by figurative descriptions; nor did we explain the bases of 
such descriptions; and this is what we proceed to do now. 

Objection: “ But such cases of figurative descriptions have already 
been described under Sitras I—ii—1, 12 et seg.” 

Reply : It is true that they have been described there; but they have 
not been described ag defining such figurative Descriptions; asa matter of fact, 
what has been shown there is only that the definitions here laid down 


apply to the cases considered there. While what we are going to explain 
ere is the definition or characteristic of all secondary significations of 
words. 

Objection: “ Besides those enumerated here, 
“ have spoken of many other bases of secondary s 
“instance, as concomitance, similarity of position and the like ; and we find 
“examples 'of such bases in ordinary assertions also; as we often meet 
“with such expressions as— Bring in the lances’ (for the lancers), the 
“ elevated sheds cry out’ (for the persons occupying the sheds), ‘ the king 
“was conquered by a thousand horses’ (for the riders); and it is neces- 
"sary for the Sätra to mention all these. 

Some people reply to this by the assertion that all these are ineluded 
he ‘similarity of signs’ (Sūtra 28); because the signification of the 
lancer by the word ‘lance’ is of the same nature as that of Persons with. 
out umbrellas by the word Chatri’ when they are accompanied by some 
Persons with umbrellas. 


Or, we may meet the above objection by pointing out that it is of 
Secondary (Gauni) signification that 


we are considering the bases, and not 
£ Indication (Lakshasa). 


Gautama and others 
ignification—such for 


in t 


` 
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“Tg there, then, any difference between Indication and Secondary 
Signification ? ” 

Certainly, there is; because when a word signifies something, not 
entirely disconnected from that which is the directly expressed meaning, 
then we have what is called Indication ; whereas when the word signifies . 
something (even though it be in no way connected with the expressed mean- 
ing), through the similarity of the qualities indicated (by the expressed 
meaning of the word), then this signification is called ‘Gauna’ or 
Secondary. Peat 

Thus then, just as the word, directly expressing the Class, indicates 
the Individual which is always present in the Class, in the same manner, 

` rds ‘lance,’ ‘elevated shed’ and 


it is by mere Indication, that the. wo vat 
‘horse’ signify the persons connected with them. (And it is not this sort 


ae ; o are dealing with). ‘What we are dealing with js 
ger 5 as The Student is Fire, where we are not 
cognisant of any sort of invariable concomitance of. the Student with the 
Fire; what we are cognisant of in this sentence 18 that, (1) the word 
‘ Fire’ denotes the Class ‘ Fire’; (2) this Class indicates the qualities of 
Fire, such as the peculiar colour, brightness, &o.; and (3) the presence of 
these qualities in the student gives rise, through similarity, to the idea. 
of his being Fire itself. And it is this 80 


rt of signification that we find | 
in the case of such sentences a8 ‘ yajamanah pra 


sturak, &.; and hence the 
Sutra bas mentioned only the bases of sach signification (and not those of 
Indication). 


ADHIKARANA (12). 


[In the case of the sentences yajamānah prastirah’ (the grass-bedding 
ts the muster of the sacrifice , it is with a view to ewlogising the bedding that 
it 38 spoken of as the master of the sacrifice.”} 5 


On this point there are three distinct theories: (1) Both the words 
being in a form that makes them co-ordinate, one’ may be taken as the . 
name of the other ; (2) there being no signs of any of them being a name, 
and any assumption of such signs involving the assumption of many po- 
tentialities in the same word, the word ‘ Prastara’ may be taken as in- 
dicating the purpòses served by it ; and hence with a view to make the gen- 
tence serve a distinctly useful purpose, we can take it as laying down the 
accessory of the sacrifice—viz., that the master of the sacrifice is to be 
utilised as the grass-bedding; or (3) that the sentence being incapable of 
affording this meaning, we must take it as praising the bedding (prastara). 


THE PURVAPAKSHA 

ag propounded by the upholder of 
Injunction of an Accessory—is this: . 
“Tho mere fact of the“ yajamāna’ and the prastara’ being mention- 

“ed together cannot point to any praise of the one by the other ; specially 
“as it is not possible, even in praising, to use one word in the sense of 
“another; nor do we find any ground for the application of the word 
„em to the prastara, or vice versa; and then, for suck application 
“of the word we cannot find any other cause except the indication, by the 
“word ¢ prastara,” of its uses, or vice versa ; just as we find in the case of 
“the sentence the Hoty priest is the Adhvaryu.’ But, in accordance with 
“ the rensonings explained under Sutra XII—ii—23, it is clear that in the 
sentence in question, tho word ‘ yajamana’ is to be taken in its own direct 
“signification ; while the word ‘ prastara is to be taken ag indicating such 
“of its uses as the affording of a place for keeping the Sruk, &c.; and hence 
“the sentence must be taken as laying down an Accessory for the sacrifico 
as that the yajamānu is to be utilised as the ‘ prastara 5. 


the theory that the sentence is the 


SIDDHANTA. 


To this we muke the following reply: None of the two wor 
taken ag indicating its uses; because the uses of one being 
with the otber, there could be no such Injunction (of Accessories). For 
'NEtnee, it ia laid down that—‘ Like the Fkukapdla, the prastura is thrown 
into z., ftre, with the Saktavaka mantra '; and certainly, if the. Master of 
fh Coe wore to be thus thrown into the fire (in being utilised ag the 


— 7 


ds can be 
incompatible 


* 
Ar 


- ception t 
„ what we actually hold ist 
-how or other connec 
. a8, We can keep on 


3 


lock ! 


qualities, denote qualities -?’ 


upon its original 
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prastara), the whole performance of the sacrifice would come to a dead- 


For these reasons, we must take the two sentences Yajamanah. 


prastarah’ and Tajamãna ekakapalah’ as eulogising the prastarah and the 


ekakapilah,—the former for the sake of justifying its being kept to. the 
north of the Fire, and the latter in justification of the direction for its being 
pg with 


offered completely ; because these directions are laid down alo 
the sentences themselves. a 
Question: (1) But how can one w 
another; and (2) what could be the form o 
` Reply : 
and the prastara too is such 


ord be used in the sense of 
f the Praise? res 


At a sacrifice, the Master is the most important personage ; i 


an important object, that it should be placed 
be the form of the Praise expressed by 


the sentence ‘ Yajamana p 


the gentence ‘yaja l 
been eulogised as Heaven, inasmuch as itis the whole of the Master 


that is carried to the Heavenly regions, the whole of the ékakapala should 

be offered into the Heavenly Fire. And these significations of the words 

are based upon the qualities (possessed by the objects denoted by them). 
The Bhashya puts the question: How can a word, not expressive 


And this question is based upon the miscon- 
of the qualities ; however, 


hat the words are directly expressive 
ations of a word are some- . 


hat all the signific 
ted with its direct denotation ; and hence so long 
the track of the original denotation, wo can have 


no ground for assuming any other denotative potentiality in the word 
And in such cases as of the sentence ‘Devadatta 18 a lion,’ we can very 
reasonably make the figurative signification of the word ‘lion’ based 
denotation ; as the word lion denotes the class ‘lion, 
ch qualities as those of courage and the like, and the pre- 


this indicates suct r 
sence of these qualities 10 Devadatta gives rise to tho idea that he is n 


lion, And when this interpretation is found possible, there can be no 
auming the word lion td have another direct signification 


reason for a8 


is (1) as this would make the true signification of this word alwa 
` fal; (2) as such all usage of the word would be jeopardised ; 00 bar 


would be rejecting a well-known meaning, and assumi 
Another theory on this subject is this : 5 pend a 985 heard 0 

„ and the like, are directly deuotative of the whole en a lion ; 
“ particular Class, its Qualities and its Actions; and as the T of the 
“jg not applicable to Davadatta, aome of the qualities and ae : a 10 


„ being found in him, the word is applied to him indirectly.” 5 


But with regard to this theory we make the following observations: 


` 
PE 
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(1) IE the word denoted such an aggregate, it could never directly denote 
any one part of this aggregate; as for instance, the word hundred ’ does not 
directly denote the number fifty’ ; while, as a matter of fact, wefind the word 
‘lion’ being used, when the only idea in the mind is that of the Olass 
‘wholly devoid of the iden of any Actions or Qualities. And the Class, 
“lion *.. is distinctly recognised to be directly denoted by the word, and 
-the word is not recognised as being applied to it only indirectly, as to 

Davadatta, &, (and this would be inevitable if the word were denotative 
of the whole aggregate). (2) And further, such a theory would be direct - 
ly against the conclusion arrived at under the Adhikarana on ‘ Clasa —viz., 
that the word denotes the Olass. (3) The number of Actions and Qualities 
being endless, any relationship of the word with each of these. would 
never be comprehended. (4) Even in the case of a single Individual (to 
Say nothing of the whole Class), we find that, at different periods of his 
life—infancy, youth and old age his actions and qualities are different ; 
and certainly no such indefinite actions, &c., could be held to be denoted 
by any word ; for the simple réason that the word can have no relationship 

with them. (5) Nor could the fact of certain qualities and actions being 


Thus then, wo must conclude that it is only the Class ‘ Lion’ that 
could differentiate the lions from all other animals; and it could not 
rightly serve as such a differentiator, if it were not denoted by the word, 
‘lion’; and if the class be admitted to be denoted by the word, then it 
cannot be accepted as denoting anything else: That is to say, unless tho 
- Class ‘lion’ be denoted by the word lion it wonld be itself uncognised ; 

and as such it could not serve to differentiate the qualities and actions 
(possessed by lions ) ; and if it be admitted to be denoted, then the idea of 
the Class being enough to give us an idea of all Actions and Qualities, there 
would be no need of assuming any other denotative potency (of the word 
‘lion,’ with reference to these Actions, &c.). And for these reasons, we 
conclnde: that if the words were significant of an aggregate of such 
‘qualities, actions, Go., they could not, even indirectly, be any one portion 
of this aggregate. 
Some people hold the following theory: “A word is gauna (ies, 
S &econdarily. applied to an object) when the character of that which l 
a in denoted by the word is imposed upon that object. The sense f 
: thin theory is that a word lion’ being strictly denotative of mor 
„ Perticalar class cannot be applied to another object (Dsvadutta). merely 
Se: ugh the presence therein of certain actions and qualities belonging fs 
to that which is denoted by that word. And unless the word lioa Bee 
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„applicable to Dévadatta, we could not have any such sentence as that 
. « Davadatta is a lion, which expresses a distinct co-extensiveness 
E between the lion and Dēvadatta ; and the only explanation of the way in 
which the word could be applicable to Dévadatta, lies in the fact that 
“at times, a certain word imposes the nature of its own denotations npon 
another object; and thereby making this latter object denotable by 
u itself, becomes applicable to it. That is to say, the actions and qualities 
“ of Dévadatta being found to be similar to those of the lion, the complete 
“ nature of the lion is imposed upon him; and he comes to be recognised 
“a3 identical with the lion; and as such the word ‘ lion,’ when applied to 
“ him, does not signify anything other than the lion, which forms its own 
“ original denotation. But this does not mean that Dsvadatta is denoted 
“ by the word lion directly; because, after all, the character of the lion 
“ig only imposed upon him ; and it is only when the denotation is directly 
« of the word itself, ‘and there is no imposition, that it can be called a 
« direct denotation. And hence our theory is not open to any objection.” 
In regard to this theory, we make the following remarks: This 
cannot be, because any such imposition is absolutely impossible ; for all 
objects having unique (unmixed) characters of their own, the character 
of one object could not be imposed upon another, for the purposes of 
` denotition, by any persons not labouring undor à gross delusion. 


For instance,—(1) when a person, under f delusion, imposes the charac- 
aks of it as‘ water,’ then in that case 


n the Mirage, and spe 
ieee and the person addressed comprehend the word ‘water’ 
in its direct denotation (though under the spell of the delusion); and in 
this case the delusory denotation is none other than the direct one (and there 
is no imposition) ;—(2) In a case where the speaker knows the Mirage 
to be a Mirage and not Water, and still he speaks of it as ‘water,’ with a 
view to delade the person addressed, who does not know that it is not 
water, then in the case of the former, inasmuch as he knows that it is not 
mirage, there can be no imposition of the character of Water upon the 
mirage; while in tho case of the latter, what he comprehends under the 
delusion is, for him, the Water itself; and as such, even in his case there is 

no indirect application of the word ‘ water.’ and hence there can be no 
Imposition in this case either ;—(3) In a case where none of the two is under 
a delusion (both knowing the Mirage to be something other than Water) 
the comprehension that they have is one of mere similarity (and no Id : 
tity), and hence in this case too there can be no Imposition, N 

So also in the case of the sentence ‘ Dévadatta is a lion,’ both the speaker 
and the person addressed are fully cognisant of the difference between the 
manand the ion; and hence none of them can have the power to impose the j 


sharacter or identity of the one upon the other. That is to say, just as in 
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tho case of the different kinds of taste—Bitter, Sweet, etc., —that are known 
to be different from one another, it never happens that any two of them 
being recognised to be identical, the character of the one is imposed upon 
the other; exactly in the same manner, among similar objects also, inas- 
much as they are always recognised to be different from another, there 
could be no imposition; and certainly in the case of words, there is no 
cognition that is of any use in its usage, save that of its meaning. 

And further, inasmuch as no word is ever used, unless there is a 
basis for its usage, how could there be any idea, by itself, independently of 
the object. (That is to say the class ‘ Lion’ is the only basis for the use of 
the word lion; and this class does not pertain to Dévadatta; hence in 
regard to Dévadatta how could one have any idea of the lion? Any such 
idea would be absolutely baseless. And hence no amount of imposition by 
the speaker, even if it were possible, could make the word ‘lion’ applicable 
to Dévadatta). And that apart from the object, there is no Idea indepen- 
dently pertaining to itself, we have already. shown in the chapter on 
‘Canyavada’ (vide Qloka-vartika in loco). 

And again, in the case of all words, the first denotation that they recall 
to the mind is one that has been known before ; and hence just as the word 
‘lion’ would be pronounced, its direct denotation (the lion) would be direct- 
ly comprehended (as this is the only meaning that is known from before- 
hand) : and then, where could there be any room for Imposition 5 

That is to say, in all cases, the differentiation of significations into 
direct and indirect serves a useful purpose, only in the help that it affords 
the person addressed to ascertain the true signification of the word (in any 
Sentence) (and it does not suit any purpose of the sp saker). And as soonas 
the word ‘lion’ has been uttered, the persons addressed directly compre- 
hend it, as not having its denotation imposed upon any other object ; ane 
then it is that, finding this direct denotation to be incompatible with its 

i H 5 = hey conclude to take the word 
avowed coextensiveness with Dévadatta, they 8 is it is cl that the 

‘lion’ in its indirect or figurative sense. And in this 5 Bee Ta 

: tive meaning only through 
Persons addressed comprehend this figura 1 Chars ere dhe 1158 
similarity, without having themselves imposed the 


upon Dévadatta. X ¿ é 
And when we proceed to consider whether this via Blea a 
ceeds from the word, or from its denotation, it beco : 
negative ond positive concomitance, as also through 
at in the Adhikarana on ‘Class,’ that it proceeds from the" Ewo happen to 
causo even when the word ‘lion’ has not been uttered, 3 its similarity 
have an idea in our mind of the animal, we at once recognise be) chile 
in Dévadatia (if we find him possessed of exceptional courage, ee.) “i 2 
on the other hand, if we have no idea of the animal, even if the word ‘lion 


the conclusion arrived 
the denotation. Be- 
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be uttered, we could have no idea of the similarity (of Davadatta to the 
lion.) E „ f 
And when, as a matter of fact, there is no Imposition in the minds of 
the persons addressed, it follows that there could be none in that of the 
speaker; and hence when a man utters the sentence—‘ Dévadatta is a lion £ 
—the idea that the persons addressed have is, not that ‘he has imposed 
the character of the lion upon Dsvadatta; ’ but the working of their minds 
‘may be explained as being somewhat to this effect: “What he means by 
l tho word lion here is an aggregate of certain properties and actions that 
are concomitant with the class lion ; it is for the sake of brevity that he 
does not mention these properties, ete., by all the words that express them 
individually ; specially as there is no single word expressive of all these; and 
ides of all these properties, he uses the word 


hence in order to-give an 1 
‘ lion,’ because the properties he wishes to express are concomitant with 


the class lion (which is denoted by the word ‘ lion’ ); specially as all usage 
amoug men is carried on according to the already existing significations of 
age can produce new significations of them.” 


words ; and lence no us p 
And again, if the indirect or figurative signification of a word be held 


to be due to the aforesaid imposition by the speaker, 
there is no author, of the Veda, we could not have any such signification in 


on the words of the Veda. . 
1 de that the expression Gauna (or Secon- 


we conclu 
: a bese rigarative) Signification must be defined as that which is 
ee 5 the t of the existence of certain properties (guna) (in com- 
aa 1 the two objects, Lion and Devadatta) ; and there can be no 
other definition. ; 3 
"Objection: “ Q) If such be the case, then there could be no such 
u figurative assertion as that this is a sky-flower’; because there are no pro- 
« porties that are concomitant with the sky-flower; and (2) without an 
how could the Bauddha bring forward any arguments 
“ against the Sankhya theory of Pradbana being the origin of the creation ? 
« For unless he admits the existence of such a thing as Pradhéna, any 
4 denial of it would be absolutely useless; and if he admits of it, such 
« denial would be a self-contradiction ; and the denial could be possible 
« only by taking the character of the cause of the world to be imposed upon 
“the Pradhana.” ' 

To this we make the folowing reply: As matter of faot it is to 
your own theory that the above objections are applicable. Because how 
can the character of the sky-flower, being itself a non-entity, be imposed: 

upon that which doss not exist (whose existence is sought to be denied 
py the assertion this is a sky- flower)? Because it is only that which is 


known to have an existence, and to be possessed of certain properties, 


t Imposition, 


then, inasmuch as 


~N 
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with regard to which there can be any question as to whether it is im- ` - 
posed or not imposed. , oe 
In the case of such assertions as—‘the self is a sky-flower,’ this 
theory of yours is a sky-flower’—where else have you perceived the class 
sky-flower,’ which, like the class ‘ Lion, could be imposed (upon the self, &o.), 
as the class Lion is imposed? Hence you must admit that it is the mere 
form of the sky-flower itself that could constitute the Imposition. And a 


cognition of this cannot be said to be indirect (or figurative); because 
the word, ‘sky-flower’ has no other signification, which could be held to 
be the principal or direct meaning; specially as the form of the sky-flower, 
being cognised at first by means of the word, cannot be denied the charac- 
ter of the principal or direct meaning. 

It may be asked How can a non- entity form the object of direct 
denotation?’ But the same question would also apply to the case of the 
8ky-flower being the object of an indirect signification. Ss 
[Nor can the fact of the sky-flower being an object of indirect deno 
tation be held to be based upon the aforesaid Imposition, 
matter of fact, that alone can be said to be the indirect meaning, upon 
which something else is imposed, and not that which is imposed upon 
another; and in the case in question we find that it is the sky-flower that 
is imposed (upon the Self, &c.), and as there is no other object (the self 
being denied by the speaker), it would be imposed upon itself ! 

To the above the following objection might be raised: It is the form 
of such entities as the jar and the like that is imposed upon the sky- 
flower, and as such the fact of its forming the indirect signification cannot 
be said to be merely an assumption.” i 

But this is not quite true; because in the case of the sky. lower, we 
have no idea of any positive entity (such as the form of the jar, &.). For 
>s a matter of fact, the meaning of the word ‘sky-flower,’ that is compre. 
hended on the first occasion of the perception of the relations 
(between the two words forming the compound), must also be the one 
comprehended subsequently. Nor have any euch objects as Hare's horns 

‘aky-flower,’ &o.) ever before been recognised in the form of positive 
entities; nor are the sky-flower, &., ever perceived to have any connection 
with the comprehension of any other positive entity 7 and though a distinct 
relationship is cognised to exist between the significations of the two words 

‘aky?’ and ‘flower ) forming the compound, yet these two significations 
are not indirect or secondary ones, because they are distinctly recognised 
88 the direct denotations of the words. : : ; 

Objection: “How then can there be such an assertion as that ‘the 
“hare’g horn does not exist, —if the hare’s horn has never before been 
Perooi ved as a positive entity P And if it has ever been perceived as a 


because] as a 


hip 
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positive entity, how could there be an absolute negation of it P For just 
“see—it is only when an object has been found to exist in one place, that 
« ita existence is denied in another; and at one and the same place, no 
“ object is ever recognised as both existing and non-existing. It may be 
“urged that— it is for this same reason (that is, for the same reason that 
makes the recognition of both the existence and non-existence of an object 
“ina single place contradictory) that we hold the form of the positive 
“entity to beimposed upon it. But this cannot be ; because that which is 
“imposed stands equally in need of having its existence recognisedsomeé- 
„here else (before it can be imposed). Nor can the existence of one 
“ thing bring about the imposition of another; because there can be no 
“ connection between the two. It may be asked How is it, then, that the 
“existence of the barren desert leads to the imposition of the form of 
“ water (in the mirage)? But the example does not fit in with the case in 
question; because the existence of the water bas been perceived else- 
„ where. How then, we ask, can there be such an assertion as thab the 


“ hare’s horn does not exist? ; : 
(1)-The first explanation of the sentence given by some people is that 
the non-existence of the hare’s horn having been recognised by the mere 
utterance of the word itself, all that the oxprosnion 4 does baad ozin ase 
F 95 = ds ‘does not exist’ point to 
is to describe it one in. (2) Or, the wor 5 x Á 
all kinds of ‘ ne EE the words ‘ Hare s horn’ serves to specify this 
: Be t absolute one); and the ‘hare’s horn’ is not speci- 
negation (as the most a 255 ¢ 
does not exist’; because the general negation (ex- 


ression 
fod by she SE ssion ‘does not exist’) is not incompatible with the 


the expre 
presenz (beste negation (expressed by the word ‘hare’s horn’) 


[though the particalar negation is not absolutely compatible with the 
general negation}. (3) Or, it may be that when a person has comprehended 
the meanings of the two words forming the compound, and has also got at 
the comprehension of the relationship between these two, as indicated by 
the compound —which is just like the compound ‘ Rdjapurushah’ (the 
King’s man),—if it so happen that he has never known the hare to have 
no horns,—the sentence ‘the hare’s horn does not exist’ may serve th 
purpose of pointing out to such a person the fact of there being no conn 4 
tion (between the meanings of the two words forming the com re 
1 pound). 
(4) Or, it may be that, apart from the compound, the sentence may be 
taken as pointing out the Hare as the receptacle, and then referring tg + 
horn as perceived in the Cow, &., the expression does not exist’ Wa 
(without any imposition) tho fact of there being any connection between ie 
horn (as perceived in the cow) and the hare; and then the expression ‘ hare’s 
horn’ sorves the purpose of pointing out the same absence of the connec. 


tion that has beon previously comprehended by means of the same word. 
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(5) Or, lastly, it may be that the apparent contradiction in the assertion 
may be explained on the ground of the object referred to by the sentence 
being taken, without any kind of imposition, to be the peculiar flat surface 
on the hare’s head, which has not become hardened and lengthened by 
the gradually accumulating layers of flesh (like a horn) (and as such it is 
only a positive entity that is referred to by the sentence) (like a horn). 
As it has been well said that the action that is pointed ont by such nega- 
tions as ‘he does not go,’ &., is the same that is expressed in a positive 
form by the expression ‘he says.’ 

Thus then, words like hare's horn,’ having in the above-mentioned 
manner got at their direct denotation, come to be applied indirectly (or 
figuratively) to any other object which appears in a form other than the 
Senerall; recognised one. For you, however, the word having no, direct 
Signification of its own, any chance of its figarative use is very remote ; 
Specially because if the original meaning itself of the word be an indirect 
one, there can be no further indirect application of it to any other mean- 
ing (or object). Because in the seutence ‘the student is Fire,’ the word 
‘ Fire,’ applying to the student only indirectly (or figuratively), cannot 
apply indivectly to any other object (through the student). This will 
be explained later on, under the Sūtra Vi—iii—32. 

As for such negations as those of the Pradhana of the Sinkhyas and 
the like, these too cannot be said to be based upon any Imposition ; 
because they may be explained in the following manner.: The sentence— 
‘thero is no. Pradhāna ’ only points out that there is no Pradhāna, apart 
from such causes of the Universe, as the Atoms, Bodies, Ko. That is to 
say, the word Pradhana’ pertains to the Cause of the Universe ; and it 
is such a Pradhäna that is denied by the Bauddha and others, on the 
ground that there can be no such cause apart tom such eee NS Atoms 
(as held by the Naiyāyika), or a series of ‘Bodies, 888 ne Hike (as held by 
the Jaina) ; that is to say, the word“ P radhāna 1 of ee Ae 
than these atoms,&c.’ Therefore the secondary 55 a RAR ‘ 5 words 
algo are based upon their own direct e! 1 8 EF AASS 
be no incongruity in our theory as regards such DEA TERE tarah? 

For these reasons, in the case of the sentence y „ 1 0 . 
the yajamana, having been cognised, indicates ioe HEA of fuf ef 
one’s own purpose; and the prastara and the a” 3351 8 wall bate 
indirectly, to serve the purposes of the ie thair actions, they 
indirectly indicated by the word ‘ yajamāna, * throug 10 5 aboro y 
come to be taken as praised by means of that word (as oh Nae of 23 755 

These explanatious also apply to the case of the 81 : 

&. as shown below. 
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[In the passage - agnirbrahmanah, the word ‘agni’ is meant to be in 
praise of the Brahmana, He., through the similarity of Origin (Sutra 24).] 


The Bhäshya has cited as an instance under this head, the sentence 
‘ agnéyo brahmanah,’ where the word ‘ agnéya’ is said to be in praise of the 
Brahmana. But the ‘word ‘ agnéya’—signifying as it does one whose 
Deity is Agni ’—is applicable to the Brähmana directly, and there need not 
be an indirect signification in this case; because there is no doubt that the 
Brahmana has some sort of relationship with Agni; and this is all that is 
signified by the nominal affix in the word. It is not necessary that it is only 
an offering that can be related to a Deity ; because the offerer of the sacri- 
fice also has some relationship with the Deity; and as such this can very 
well be spoken of as belonging to him; as the Bhashya itself says later on : 
‘ The Deity belongs to the sacrificing person also,’ And hence this word 
cannot serve as the proper example in the present connection. 

Therefore we must cite as instances such assertions as‘ The Brähmana 
’ where the word directly signifying the Fire, indirectly points to 
ugh the quality of being born from Prajapati’s mouth 
(which is common to Agni and to the Bralmana). 

By the word ‘jati’ here is meant ‘janma’ or origin; and though in 
reality there is no such thing (as the origin or birth of Fire) yet 
inasmuch as the fact of Agni and Brahmana having been produced out of 
Prajapati’s mouth has been described in an Arthavada passage, it can serve 
as the basis for the figurative expression used in the sentence in question, 


is Agni; 
the. Brahmana, thro 
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ADHIKARANA (14). 


7 


I Ex the sentence yajamano yũpah and in ‘aditydS yūpah, the yupa is 
praised by the words ‘ yajamdna’ and ‘ Aditya’ through the similarty of shapé 
(Satra 25).] a ain 

Objection :: “ Sũrupya or similarity is the basis of all figurative expres- 
sions; why then should it be cited as the basis of a particular expression? 

Reply: True it is so; but the Särūpya’ or similarity meant here is 
that of skape, which is perceptible to the eye. For instance, the upright- 
nese and the brightness due to the painting, belonging to the sacrificial post 
‘(yapa) are visible to the eye, and itis through these properties that it is 
eulogised by means of the words ‘yajamina’ and “iditya’ (the master 
of the sacrifice and the san being both upright and bright). Because the 
sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the fact of the 
yajamana being utilised as the sacrificial post; ‘because in that case the 
yajamana being stuck up in the ground (like the post) and having the 
animal tethered to him, could not perform the duties of the yayamana; 
and this would boa most absurd incongruity. As for the Sun, it is 
absolutely impossible for him to be’ employed as the Post. Even ifa 
certain person, atheistically inclined, would make a wooden image of the 
Sun (and then employ this image as thee 7 80 too the word! Sun 
would apply to sach an image ouly indirectly ; and in that case rather than 
admit of an indirect signification in an Injunction, it would be far more 
reasonable to accept it in an Arthavada. 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


In the sentence apapavo vā anye goguébhyah, papavo goaçvāh '—the word 
‘apagu’ is an indirect praise of the Cow and the Horse, through mere Praise 
(Satra 26).] 

Objection: “It has been shown above that all figurative expressions 
are based upon praise; why then should it be brought in as the basis of a 
particalar figurative expression ? ” 

i Reply: True; but in all other cases Praise is the result of the figara- 
tive expreasion, while in the sentence in question it forms its basis, just 
like the similarity of shape, &o. 

“ But how can it be so? 

The word pagu’ having signified the excellence of the cow and the 
Horse, the negative compound apaęu indicates the absence of that ex- 
zellence in all other animals. , . 

‘the form of the papu’ 


As a matter of fact, however, it is not that ; à 
(animal) does not belong to the buffalo, &.; because any such assertion 
‘wo 


icti fact of ordinary sense-perception ; nor can the 
5 gogvabhyah’ (all others besides the cow and the 
horse are uon- animals) be taken as the mere denial of the true functiong 
of the animal, in the buffalo, &o., because such animal-fanctions have 
beon desoribed in many Vedic passages, as belonging to these also. 

Nor can it be held that these sentences could be taken as optional 
alternatives to the sentence that denied their animal functions. Because 
there is a distinct difference in the authoritative character of the two de- 
clarations ; as in the case of the declaration of the functions belonging to 

f ., the Injunctions alread ist; i 
the buffalo, o., Ju! r eady exist; whereas in the cage of the 
otber declaration, the Tnjanction will have to be assumed. And when the 
use of the word non- animal can be very easily explained as being in praise 
of the Cow and the Horse, there is no pressing need for assuming any such 

Injunction ; specially as iu both cases the abandoning of the direct gi i 

fication is equally necessary (in the case of the Praise pau e bellen 
while in the other case, it performing the functions of the animal) ; and 
farther, in the case of such an assumption, the sentence ‘ pagavo gogvaß 7 
would be a useless repetition. Nor is it quite Possible to deny the ezis- 
tence (in the buffalo) of the actions and properties inhering in the class 
‘animal’ (by the word apapu); nor too can this word be taken as deny- 
ing the existence of such properties as are peculiar to the Cow and to the 
Horse; because in that case too, the assertion would not be of much use ; 
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because this fact is pointed out by the word ‘ anyé’ in the sentence (and 
hence the use of apagu would be wholly redundant). And it is absolute- 
ly necessary that the negative prefix in apagu’ should have a function only 

When that which is to be negatived (viz., the charactor of the animal) has 
been daly comprehended by means of the word after it (‘ papu’) ; because 
there can be no negation, when there is nothing to be negatived. 

Nor can there be any use for any other meaning of the word apagu’ 
than mere excellence; and from its connection with the word, Cow’ and 
‘ Horse, ’ it is clear that it signifies excellence; although it is also capable 
of signifying non-excellence (of other animals), yet as the context does not 
stand in necd of any mention of non-excellence, it must be taken (even if 
referred to other animals) as denying the excellence; but as any such mere 
denial does not serve a useful purpose, the word must be taken to in- 
dicate, through this denial, the superior excellence of others (viz., the Cow 
and the Horse). 

‘The full signification of the sentence therefore comes to be this: 
There is no other excellence in other auimals, in comparison with the Cow 
and the Horse; and hence the indirect denial of excellence contained in 
the word ‘apapu,’ is due to the praise of the Cow and the Horse. And 
(though it is the denial of the excellence of other animals that. is thus 
found to lead to the praise of the Cow and the Horse, and as such this 
Praise cannot be said to be the means of the said denial, y re BI 


Á l vet) we speak of 
the Praise as preceding the denial, because there can-be no other reason for ` 


the latter. In any other case, however, whenever the praise would be found 
to appear after the denial, it would not be spoken of as its means, 


Ge ~ _ ADHIKARANA (16). 


[in the sentence ‘ Srshtirupadadhati,’ the name ‘ Syshti’ iş applied to 
all the Mantras in question on the ground of the word being found in a great 
number of them (Sutra 27). 


If on the strength of the verb ‘upadadhati’ we accept the sentence 
to be an Injunction,—then the great difficulty would be that there are no 
bricks, that, either in clase or in the properties possessed, are differentiated 
from other bricks, by the same ‘ Srshti’; because any bricks, that may 
be put into the altar with these Mantras, may be called Srshti.’ And if the 
sentence be taken as an Injunction (¢.¢., if the Mantras containing the word 
‘ Srshti? were enjoined with reference to the putting up of the bricks) 

in general, then the whole process of the putting up would be pervaded 
over by these Mantras, and as such there would be absolutely no use for 
those Mantras, which, though not laid down by means of any direct In- 

janction, are yet employed in the putting up of the bricks, in accordance 
with their uses pointed out by the expressive power of certain words con- 
‘tained in them and by the context in which they occur. For this reagon, 
inasmuch as all these Mantras are found to be applicable to the putting 

as pointed ont by the contexts in which they occur, the word Syshii’ 

up, 28 P nting to only a few of the Mantras to be so employed; | 


N taken as poi „ 
ee a poii signification of the word Srehti’ (as that in 
el this word is present) the word in the sentence in quostion must 


pe taken as employed with a view to eulogise all the Mantras used at the 


í 
l 
l | 
tting up of the bricks. i i 
pa pa this, some people make the following objection: The putting up | 
l 

} 

i 


Ee 


> 
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“of the bricks being included in the collecting of them laid down elsewhere, 

«and the Mantras to be employed in it being daly pointed out by the con.’ 

“text, as also by the expressive power of certain words contained in the Man- i 
46 tras themselves, it could have nothing todo with any Arthavada, appear- i 
“ing apart from itself ; because the compatibility of the Arthavada lies in | 
“the fact of its forming one sentence (or being taken along) with the In. 
«junction, as we have already shown under S#tra I—ii—42. Nor do 60 
“find any other accessory mentioned, to which the sentence in question 
4 gould refer. And thus then, the sentence comes to serve the only purpose 

u of rejecting (other bricks) (i. e., the meaning of the sentence comes to be 
«that we should make use of no bricks other than those that are put np 

“with the particular Mantras) ; and hence the uselessneas of the sentence 


“continues as before ; and it is necessary to point out its use.” 
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To this, some people make the following reply : It is the putting up 
that is enjoined by the sentence; and the Mantra is referred to only with a 
view to show the great importance of the putting up,—the purport of the 
sentence being that the putting up is so very excellent that it is done 
with such important Mantras. It cannot be urged ‘that this putting up is 
employed in the collecting (of the bricks); because mere collecting would 
be accompanied by the mere piling together of the bricks (whereas 
putting up means the arranging of them in a particular order, in making 
the sacrificial altar). Nor could the putting up be said to be of the bricks - 
collected together ; because, inasmuch aa the putting up is laid down with 
reference to the bricks, its injunction would have to be repeated with regard 
to each individual brick of the collection. And farther, even though the 
putting up may be pointed out by the mention of collecting, yet it would 
be necessary to mention it where it has been mentioned, in order to show 
that the name of ‘ Adhvaryava’ belongs to the action; which would show that 
the putting up of all the bricks is to be done by a single person, the Adh- 
vary priest. While if the putting up were left to be inferred from the 

mention of the collecting, there would be no such fixity as to its performer. 
Nor ould all the Mantras be employed in tha said putting up; as some 
of them do not have any such particular use ‘expressed by any words in 
themselves ; and these could be employed in the holding of the bricks 
Q. y 3 
lso Then again, the bricks, directly mentioned in the Brahmapas, being 
utilised in the middle altar (as will be. shown later on), and the nature 
of these bricks being incapable of being ascertained without being con- 
nected with the Mantras whereby the putting up 18 1 it becomes 
necessary, even for, the accomplishment of the middle altar, to connect 


the Mantras with the putting up. Such being the case, those Mantras 


that appear in the chapter on Aupinuvikya, not being capable of avy 


relationship (with any action) without explicit directions; the sentence 


in- i not be said to be useless. — 3 . 

i ter ie N necessary that the Sutra should be taken as aren 
ing the character of an Arthavada (to belong to the „ 85 5 re 
as all that the Sutra does is to show that, inasmuch as the word Srem 

happens to occur in a greater number of the Mantras Dro the 1 5 

is applied to all of them. And hence We cannot very A a i t 15 ee 

to. be an Injunction of the Srehtis as the ree to be employed. 

The Bhashya, however, only points on „ ee 

taken as an Tnjunction without tine certain words ips 1 N 
(which. is not allowable in an Injunotion), and that for thia reason, it 
must be taken as a descriptive Arthavdda. And what this means 16 that, 
` though the Mantras in question are spoken of as one collective whole, 98 


hat the sentence could not be 
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in the sentence ‘he hymns by a single hymn, —yeb the distinguishing word 

‘ Srshti’ is found only among a few of them, such as the Anuvakya, &e. ; 

and hence if the word Srsh!i’ were applied to all the Mantras, it would be 

abandoning its direct signification, and accepting an indirect one (which 
is not allowable inan Injunction); and while indirectly indicating the 

Mantras (not containing the word) it would also denote those that do 

contain it; and this would be a very complicated process. If, however, 

it is taken as a mere descriptive eulogy of the putting up, any recourse to 

indirect or figurative expression canuot be considered undesirable. 


ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The case of the word pranabhrtah’ in the sentence ‘ pranabhrita upada- 
dhati’ is the same as that of the word ‘ Syshti’ described above; the only dif- 
ference being that in this cuse, this distinguishing word is found in fewer 
Mantras (Sütra 28).] 


The Objection and the Reply, in the case of the word ‘pranabhrtah’ are 
the same as those in the case of the word ‘ Srshti’; and the only reason 
why this is treated of separately is that in this case the word, though 
found in fewer Mantras, is applied to many of them. And as before, so in 
this case also, the original denotation is not wholly abandoned; and as 
- oly this process of indirect Indication is admitted, as it is often found that 
when the whole is mentioned, it brings about an idea of the part also. 

[That is to say, the Indirect signification of a word being defined as one 
that is based upon the relationship of certain properties indicated by the 
direct denotation, though, in the cases in cuestion words like ‘ Srshti’ 
are found to be used figuratively (indirectly), yet, inasmuch as such a 
word is unable to indicate any properties not connected with itself,—such, for 
instance, as a multitude,—and the multitude extending over all its con- 
stituents—even if one of these constituents is left out, the whole multitude 
becomes left out; and hence the word must be taken as pointing out the tak- 
ing in of all the constituents. When, however, the figurative expression is 
differentiated from Indication on the ground of the former altogether neglect- 
ing the original meaning while the latter retains a trace of it, the significa- 
tion of the word ‘ Srshti’ would be of the form of Indication, Thus then], 
the Gloka quoted should be construed thus: A cake 5 the word ne. 
glects all relationship of its original denotation, ang 8 only E7 the form of 
a property of that which is denoted by it pag a Pein, “a Si te Ss 
iLe only comprehension that it brings about ist 5 0 iN the object 
defined, and not of the definer also (because this ae Ad a aes of 
the comprehension of the former). While in the 8 9 4 i 5 
and the like, the Syshti (directly denoted by the mer) : 9 i ed by 5 
multitude or collection of Mantras indicated by t i T 35 p a š 
of some of them containing that waed, APR 5 Aan ee WA 
extend over all the Mantras, the mere ppe in a an 
giving an idoa of the whole Multitude,—it neces th iti 
id.. ging word ' Grshti’ also; and hence in this case the cognition 


: . bal. 
of both the defining word and the defined is purely ver 


— 
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ADHIKARANA (18). 
[Treating of the fact of all doubts being removed by subsequent passages. 


(Sutra (28): In all doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is 
arrived at by the help of subsequent passages. 

The Injunction and the Eulogy are always held to pertain to the same 
object; and hence if there is any doubt with regard to one of these, the real 
fact is ascertained by the help of the other (¢.g., in the case of the Injanction 
‘the pebbles should be wetted,’ there arises a doubt as to the material with 
which the wetting is to be done; and this is set aside by the coneluding 
‘sentence (Butter only is glory). 

Question :“ What could be the ground for any such doubt ? Some people 
d lies in the fact of the Injunction refering to the object 


“hold that the groun 
“ Batter in its generic form. Bub this is not quite a correct answer ; because 
“in that case the Injunction would bring about a definite idea with regard 


io forms, (and there could be no doubt). It may be asked 
: pee anes be 5 enerio forms of objects, without any 


any idea of the g 5 ge nt 
“ specificatious P’ ply that such an idea wou eexactly 
“like what we 


But to this we re 
oase of Butter; that is to say, in the case of Butter 
be a dou 

i also, thei of tbe cow, OF from that of the, buffalo ; and just as in this 
„ se, without any specification, we have have an idea of Butter in general, 
„ and there is no doubt in our minds, so exactly in the same manner, — in 
« the sentence the pebbles should be wetted. .. Butter is glory itself’ — 
„ all doubts with regard to the word ‘ butter ’ coases, by taking it to denote all 

„ yigcous liquids that can be utilised in the wetting of the pebbles. 

“With a view to these arguments others hold that the doubt arises on 
e goount of the mention, in the subsequent Arthavada of a particular 
material in the shape of Butter. But even tnia is not quite correct; be- 
* cause such a specification would be all the more a reason for arriving at a 
definite conclusion ; for instance, there is no doubt in our minds, on hear- 
“ing the sentence, bring the cow, the white ons“ 

But this Analogy does not quite apply to the casin qpe; °°. shecause 
if the specification were contained in the Injunction itself Au, n . yd Ww in- 
stance you have cited) then there could be nodoubtin the mind of any person; 
but if, in the instance you have cited, the specification were contained in n 
aubsoqnent Arthavida passage (as there is in the case in question), the chance 
of doubt would be as great in this as in the sentence in question. 
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That is to say, if the sentence were in the form— the pebbles should be 
wetted by butter —then there would be no room for any doubt; on tho 
other hand, if the sentence yon have cited were in the form of the sentence 
in questiou—as “ bring the cow...... the white one is excellent,“ then there 
would certainly be a ground for doubt; aud then this would also form a fit 
object of the present discussion, Hence, inasmuch as in the case of the 
Sentence in question, the generic object is mentioned in one place, while the 
Specific one is mentioned in another, this cannot but give rise to a 
doubt. 

On account of this doubt, some people hold that the Injunctive sen- 
tence is something quite apart from the Arthavada sentence ; and in support 
of this they bring forward the following arguments: 

“Tf both of them formed a single sentence, it would end with the 
“ pointing out of the specific object (Butter); and as such the sentence asa 
“whole bringing about the idea of this particular object, there would be no 
“room for any doubt. If, however, they ave taken as two distinct sentences, 
“then one being found to point out the generic object (any liquid), 
while the other speaks of a specific object (Butter), it is only natural that 
“there should be a doubt. Though it has been explained above that the 
“ Arthavada forms a single sentence with the Tnjunction,—yet this only 
“refers to the subsequent relationship of the two, which is just like the re- 
“ lationship of the Primary sentence with the Subsidiary sentencas. ; for 
“instance, it is only after the sentences have only ended with the significa- 
“tion of their own meauings, that they are joined together into one (com- 
“ plete) sentence, in accordance with their respective primary or subsidiary 
character. 

But this theory does not appear quite rensonable, because those indi- 
vidual collections of words, which serve to signify things that are of use in 
the performance of certain actions, can very right] 
sentences. As for the Arthavada passage, however, we find that before it 
has been coupled with an Injunction, it remains absolutely useless ; and 
hence it cannot be admitted to be joined to the Injunction, before it has 
signified its own meaning. If the two were totally independent of each 
other, there could he no doubt at all ; aB one would rest in the [igaification 
of the generic, as the other in that of the specific object; and whichover 


thing is mentioned in any sentence it is comprehended without any doubt, 
Y means of that sentence. 


y be taken as separate 


\ 
; Hee ed tf“ the Injunction resting in the generio object 
K Son A -Lütly Specified, exactly like a Mantra, which is at first 
com 


55 préhended in its general bearing, and then subsequently comes to be 
recognised in its speoiflo bearings (on particular sacrifices).” But in that 
case the subject would become included in the Adhikerana treating of 
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Mantras, and its mention on the present occasion would be à useless re- 
petition. : 

Thus then, it is only when they are taken as forming the two parts of 
a single sentence, that the beginning of the sentence being found to refer to 
the generic object, and the end to the specific object, there would be an ap- 
parent contradiction ; but it is a recognised fact that the two must refer to 
the same object; and hence the question very naturally avises as to the 
signification of which part of the sentence is to be modified in accordance 
with that of the other. 

The Bhashya puts the question— Which is the more reasonable ? ” 
And the sense of this is that the direct signification is the more reasonable, 


and not the indirect Indication. 
And the doubt being thus established, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Tnasmuch as Arthavddas are subsidiary to the Injunction, and are 
u merely descriptive, it is in them that we can have figurative expressions ; 
“the Injunction, on the other hand, being the principal factor, we can have 
& none in it; specially as at the time that the Inj anction appears, there has ap- 
“peared no Arthavada, on account of the contradiction of which any word in 
“ the Injunction could be takon figuratively. , , 

“That is to say, that which is enjoined is praised ; and vice versa ; and 
“the Injunction, referring to something that has not been got at before, 
a from the direct denotation of its words. If the 


“cannot be separate 1 . 
“sentence had begun with the Arthavũda l. e., if we had it in the form 


u s Butter verily is glory... the pebbles should be wetted — chen in considera- 
“ tion of the priority of the comprehension of the meaning of tho Arthavada 
u wo might perhaps make the signification of the Injunction subservient to 
“it; but as a matter of fact the sentence begins with the Injunction— t 
« pebbles should be wetted’ ;—and hence the generic object having been pre- 
« viously signified by the Injunction, if the Arthavada be found to be unable to 
“apply to it, it would be absolutely useless ; and as such the Arthavada can 
« never be independent of the Injunction. While, as for the object of the 
“Injunction, it is quite capable of independent existence; and as such if 
s oan never be made subservient to the Arthavdda; whereas the Arthavada 
a cannot but be subservient to the Injunction,’ And further, the specific 
“ object (Butter) can always indicate its concomitant generic object (li- 
“gnid in general), but the generic not being always accompanied by any par- 
« tigular specific object, it could never indicate this latter. And hence we 
« conclude that the word ‘butter’ in the Arthavada signifies all oily ligai 


“ in general. 


DOUBTS REMOVED BY SUBSEQUENT PASSAGES, 4601 


“ And again, the Injunction speaking of the general object, could apply 
“to the Butter, only with the help of the Arthavdda; whereas it would re- 
“fer to all oily substances in general, without any help of the Arthavida 
“ (and hence it is the latter view that is the more reasonable of the two). 
As for instance, even when the Soma is held up with the Mantra sacred to 
“ Rudra, it is not offered to Rudra alone; because the Soma for other Deities 
“is capable of being held without a Mantra; in the same manner, the 
“ Injunction could point to oil, fat and other such substances, without the 
“help of the Arthavada. And again, with regard to that fact with reference 
“ to which we fiud a Praise, the Injunction loses all its persuasive power ; 
“ whereas in that which is not praised, its persuasive faculty remains 
“unimpeded. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘Butter’ in the Arthavada 

.“ must be taken as signifying all oily substances.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply: The functioning of the 
Injunction is not complete until it has been made attractive (by means 
of the Arthavida); hence finding the praise applied to the Butter, we 
infer the Injunction also to apply to the same. Though it ia true that at 
the outset the Injunction refers to even such substances as oil, fat and the 
like, yet on account of the Praise, it is concluded that it refers to the 
Butter alone, and not to oil and fat, which two therefore are not to be 
used in the wetting of the pebbles. Because with reference to oil and fat 
the persuasive power of the Injunction will have to be assumed, while 
with reference to the Butter, that power is already present (in the 
Arthaviida). And while this persuasive power alrendy exists, if we were 
to assume another, syntactical split would be the inevitable result; and 
while accepting the persuasion to rest in the Butter, if we were to assume 
another persuasion with regard to oil and fat, the Injunction would have 
two different forms, and there would bea split of the sentence. And hence 
Wos conclude that Oil, Fat, &c., cannot even form the objects of the Injunc- 
tion. 

Even though the word in the Injunction be a generic one, that would 
make no difference; because any wetting by a generic entity being impos- 
sible, there is a need of the mention of a particular entity; and as 
the only such entity that is mentioned is the Butter, spoken of in the 
Concluding sentence, we naturally infer the generic word in the Injunction 
to refer to it. And even if the Butter form the generic signification of the 
Word in question, there would be nothing incongruous in the rejecting 
of oil, &c.,—none of which are expressed by any word—through the direc: 
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denotation of the word. All that this does is to remove the doubt; and in 
this it does not contradict the evidence of any means of right notion. 

Then again, in the case in question it is the mere action of wetting that 
is enjoined, and not the Material (with which the wetting is to be done). 
And the Action could indicate any and every material, if there were 
no Vedic passage pointing to any one particular material. In the case 
in question, however, we find a distinct Arthavada in connection with Butter ; 
and hence when the generic form of the Injunction makes it necessary for 
finite particular material, which is not mentioned in the 
can be no ground for assuming any other save 
that which is eulogised in the Arthavada; and hence we conclude the 
Injunction to mean that the pebbles are to be wetted with butter. And 
though there might be certain delusive notions of Oil, Fat, &., yet inas- 
much as there is no basis for these, no harm is done in rejecting them alto- 


gether. : A ‘ 
And further, if we accepted the Injunction to refer to oil, &., there 
would be a threefold Indication: viz. (1) the Action would indicate the 
in general would indicate the particular Material, 


Material, (2) the Material i 
and (3) the word ‘ Butter’ would indicate the generic entity. 
Hence we conclude that it is the using of the Butter only that is sup- 


orted by evidence- 
s 4 tators have cited certain Mantras also as objects included 


Other commen ? 
under the present Adhikarana. But in that case, the Mantras having been 
treated of here, what would be left for being considered in the closing 


Adhikarana of the sixth Adhyaya. 


us to assume a de 
Injunction itself,—there 


— —— — — —— — 


ADHIKARANA (19). 


[The indefinite is defined by the help of the peculiar potentialities of the 
Injunction.) 
Sutra (30): Or, it is by means of the potency ; since this forms 
a part (of the word). 


In a doubtful case, where there is no subsequent sentence to help us, 
the real fact is ascertained by means of that potency whicli forms part of 
the Injunction. 

For instanco, in the case of bowing before a god with a view to pro- 
Pitiating him, the word ‘aiijali’ denotes the two hands joined together 
flatly, palm to palm; whereas in such sentences as ‘one should not 
drink water with the aijali, the same word denotes the two hands joined 
together in such a way as to appear like an elongated cup. And then, 
coming across the Injunction of Saktuhoma, wherein the flour is laid down 
as to be offered by the amjalt, there is a doubt as to the way in which 
the two hands should be joined together; and there being no subsequent 
sentence helping to clear the doubt, we conclude the word to signify tho 
cup-like shape, because no other shape could serve the purpose of making 
the offering. e 

Objection : “ Such being the case, according to this rule, inasmuch as 
“ we have a subsequent sentence in the form ‘ one should do what he can,’ 
“it would seem that even the blind are entitled to the performance 
“ of sacritices, though apparently not to the looking into the butter, &c.“ 

Reply : This could not be, because there is no doubt in the matter; what 
we have said above is only with a view to the removal of doubts; and 
there is no doubt with regard to any persons being entitled to sacrifices ; 
specially as the subsequent sentence referred to isin the form“ ono 
should perform the sacritice with all its accessories in the best way he can; 
and we actually find that there are many performers of these complete 
sacrifices, in the persou of people with eyes intact; and hence there is no 
“Apparent Inconsistency in the Injunction of the Action (which could serve 
as a ground for assuming the blind to be entitled to its performance). 
It is only in the case of the Injunctions of those actions that are 
laid down as to be performed throughout one’s life, that after a porson 
has once begun , X he happen to become blind, he must continue it; 15 
tho leaving off of hose details which his new conditions will have i 05 
impossible. worni not vitiate the performance of the sacrifice a8 a Wate ? 
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and this we shall readily admit. Hence it follows that so long as the 
Injunction has not reached its true position, whatever is assumed ( with 
a view to accomplish it) has a Vedic authority; after however the 


it would have no authority, as originating from a human agent. Specially 
as the purposes of the subsequent sentence are served, in this case, 
peculiar potency (of the Injunction itself). 

It is with a view to this that it has been said—just as the t 
Smrtis is a means of the comprehension of their meaning, so als 
peculiar potency (or expressiveness). And it is for this reason that : 
details that are signified by such potencies are not mentioned directly if 
the Veda, which makes direct mention of only a thousandth part of it. 


ext of the 
o is their 
the 


Having entered into the impregnable Fortress of Dharma,—which 
has many inlets to it in the shape of Mantras, Injunctions and 
Arthavadas, wherein the Smrtis take the place of weapons, and which is 
protected on all sides by the various branches of the Veda,—the 
author now proceeds to consider the whole subject of the meaning of 


Vedic texts. 


End of the Fourth Pada of the First Adhyaya. 


Here Ends Adhyaya J. 


eR ee 


ADHYAYA II. 
Papa I. 
The Introductory Variika. 

In the opening passage, the Bhashya points out the connection between 
the two Adhyayas—First and Second. 

„But at the very outest, we meet with the sentence—‘In the First 
„ Adhyaya, the definition of Pramānas has been given,’ This is not 
“quite correct; because as a matter of fact, the author of the 
“ Satra has not given any definition of Pramanas. For that is called 
“a definition which serves to differentiate a certain object from others 
“ similar to it; and we find that the Sutras have not been any such 
g definition of Seuse- perception and the other Pramanas. Then again, 
„ Inference and the rest have not even been mentioned in the Stras; 

as for Sense-perception, that too has been mentioned in the Sutra, only 

as not being means of knowing Dharma; and not as something to be defined 
“Even Verbal Authority has not, in the First Adhyaya, beet defined as 2 
“ Pramāna; in fact it is ouly in the present Adhikarana, that it is goin 
“to be defined as such. Though it is true that the author of the 7 
has supplied us with the definitions of all the Pramanas, yet this fact 
cannot justify us in speaking of such definition as forming the ‘ sub- 
“ ject-matter of the First Adhyaya’; for the simple reason that those de- 
“ finitions do not form the subject of the ‘Sitras. How too, could it be 
possible for the Sütras to loso all thoir force in regard to a subject 
“ totally different from their own subject-matter ? 

“ Secondly, the author of the Vriti too has spoken of the six 
“ Pramānas, only as not forming the real objects of enquiry (on the ground 
“of their well-known character); and as such, even on the strength of 
“ the Vytti, a definition of the six Praminas cannot be spoken of as tho 
“subject-matter of the Adhyaya. That is to say, the Vrtti having spoken 
k: of them only as not forming the objects of enquiry, any definition of 
« those cannot rightly be spoken of as forming tho real subject-matter 

of the Adhyaya.” 

In view of these reasons, the Bhashya should be taken in reference to 
What has gone inthe First Adhyaya. Thus then, the expression Pramana- 
lakshanan' (Definition of Pramdnas) must be taken as=‘ codandlakshanam’ 

a Pepe of Codana) ; as the treatment of Injanctions, &c., as occurring 
le First Adhyaya, only serves the purpose of establishing the authority 
of Codana, 1 
part hat is to say, tho whole of the First Pada of the First Adhyaya forms 
we the Second Sūtra, wherein Dharma has been spoken of is having 
59 
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the Codand for its lakshana (means of knowing). The word lakshana’ 
having its significance thus pointed out, the word Pramdna’ occurring 
(in the Bhashya) along with it, must be taken as that which is known,’— 
viz., Dharma ; for though the word ‘ Pramana’ (taken in the sense ‘pramiyaté 
yat’) would refer fo all that is known, yet in the present instance, it can- 
not but be taken as referring particularly to Dharma; as this is what 
forms the subject-matter of the enquiry. l 

Or, the word ‘pramāņa’ might also be taken in the sense of the 
means (of knowing); then too, it is the ‘ lakshana of this that has been 
described in the First Adhyaya. Thongh it is true that the First Adhyaya 
docs not contain the definitions of all the means of knowing, yet, inas- 
much as it has defined the means of knowing Dharma as Codana,’ the 


Bhäshya speaks of it as having supplied the definition of Pramana, 
For it is not necessary that in order to be a definition of Pramana, 


it should speak of Pramanas in all their bearings ; because the number of 
the particular forms of Pram nas being endless, there could be no definition 
of Praménas at all. And as a matter of fact, the particular form of Pramana 
meant is distinctly mentioned in Sitra I-i-5, which points to a particular 
scripture (to the exclusion of all others). 


Or, the Bhashya may be taken as summing up the subject-matter of 
the First Adhyaya, in view of the fact that the Adhyaya contains a full 
definition of the particular Premiza that was laid down as the object of 

n zry rig, Codand. Hence, even though the sifra has not pointed ont 
enquiry 8 Injunctions, Mantras or Arthavadas, yet it has fully 
the orae the fact of all these serving useful purposes in connection with 
established ath regard to which. therefore, they may be rightly accepted 
Dien . and it was only for want of a proper opportunity that the 
pr 11 1 of these have not been pointed ont in detail. 

E elt (in the subsequent Padas, it has been shown that) the 
character of Pramana, as belonging to the Smrtis depends upon the fact 
of these having their basis in the Veda; that of Names depends upon the 
f their being inelnded in Codana itself; while that of Supplementary 
Fixplanations and lud eet Implication, depends npon the fact of these 
serving the useful purpose of settling donbtfnl points. And thus there 15 


nothing ineongrnans in speaking of the whole Adhyaya as treating of the 


fact o 


lakshana of Pramdnas. 
Then, says the Bhashya-—This fact should not be lost sight at; that ig 


it is only when one bears in mind the fact of the Veda being the 


to say, hear the digen gg 
Pramina for Dharma, that he can bear the disenssions with regard to the 
difference. Ke. among sacrifices . such as those intreIuced in Sutra II—ii—2, 


otherwise ene would always hold that the Veda is ansolntely useless. 
(The Bhisliya says We weal preeced te consider Me Pramanas and the 
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Subsidiaries, &c., &c., and on this an objection is raised] “ As a matter ot 
“fact we find that the consideration of the Primary aud Subsidiary 
“ character of actions is contained in Adhyayas III & IV; why then 
“ should this be spoken of in connection with the present Adhyaya ?” 

To this come people offer the explanation that the present Adhyaya 
treats of the Primary and Subsidiary characters, as subsisting between 
Substances and Actions; while the subsequent Adhyadyas treat of that 
subsisting between Action and Action; and as such there is no repetition, 

But this explanation is not quite correct; because in the Fourth 
Adhyaya, under Sūtra IV—iii—l, we find all of these—Sabstances, 
&c.,—distinctly mentioned. Consequently, to the above objection, we 
muke the following reply : What is explained in the present Adhyaya is 
that one Action is known to be different from another on account of the 
two being mentioned by different words ; and it is in the wake of this 
difference that we have an explanation of the difference among ihe 
Apūrvas (resulting from the Actions) ; and lastly, it is for the Purpose of 
ascertaining which is the Action that brings about the Apiirva, that we 
have the consideration of the fact of Actions having the character of the 
Primary or the Subsidiary. . 

That is to say, (1) the difference among Actions is the natural 
(direct) subject-matter of the Adhyaya * and the mention of tho 
non-difference among certain actions is only a denial of the aforesaid 
difference. (2) And with a view to establish the difference and 
non-difference of Actions, we have an explanation of the diference 
non-difference of their Apūrvas. (3) Thus then, ng far, it Would seem 
that for each distinct Action there is a distinct Apūrva ; and here ae 
in the use of the consideration—as contained in Adhikarana irs vs 
Primary avd Subsidiary character of Actions, which Serves to get asid 
the former misconception with pagers t Apūrras (inasmuch as it sh me 
that it is only the Primary Achion that hun u ‘distinet Apùrva of its . — 
For instance, even in the case of the sentences“ Vrihin Wee cs 
‘Vrzthin avahanti,’ though the words“ avahanti ’ and ‘ prokshots > and 
different, and as such though the true Actions are distinctly gn 
be different, yet inasmuch as these Actions are found to have their 
end in the visible effects (of the preparation of rice and its ele 
conclude that they cannot bring about any Apurva (tra 
result), As for the Apūrva that is held to follow from tlie » 
the method of preparing the rice, to threshing alone, it do 
from an Action, and as such is of no consequence in th 
Hence we find it it is only when certain Actions have a distinct] 
primary characéer with reference to the substance, Go., that they are 85 y 
nised ~r leading to distinct Apūrvas, and as such being tofally distinct 
Actions. And it is for the due differentiation of such Primary aud 


aud 


are 
d to 
sole 
aning), we 
“SCendental 
estriction of 


e8 not result 
© present context. 
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subsidiary character, that the Sz/ra (in Adhyàyas III & IV) will supply us 
with full explanations of such character; and it is an exception to these 
explanations that are delineated in the two Adhikarazas contained in Sutras 
II—i—9, and II—i—13. 

Thus then, the two characters of Verbs having been pointed out, a 
third has to be shown in the shape of ‘Denotativeness’; and in con- 
nection with this, we have a consideration of the character of Mantras; 
and then follow the definition, &c., of these; and thus these defni- 
tions, &., treated of to the very end of the Pada, are indirectly con- 
nected with the main subject. Then, having spoken of the difference 
among Actions, as based upon the difference of words, and repetition (of 
the Sutra will point out, under the Adhikarana on Paurna- 
an exception to the fact of Repetitions’ being 
ecause in the particular case in question the fre- 
quent repetitions are taken only as explanatory to the whole Contest, Then 
as an exception to this exception, we have the Adhikarazas in Sutras TI 
33-9 to20. Then the Sätra proceeds to pointout thed ifferenceamong Actions 
as based upon differences of Number, Name and Properties; and the treat- 
ment of the difference of properties goes on till the commencement of the 
treatment of the differences of Context; and this continues till the be- 
Adhikarana treating of the differences of the Branches 
of the Vedas. Aud herein is also contained a denial of 
ong Actions, save the six, treated of above, 

Thus then, the whole subject-matter of the Adbyaya on Differences is 
taken up in the setting aside of objections to the fact of tho differences of 

: being based upon the difference of Name, Repetition, difference of 
Actions: nd difference of Context. And itis necessary to explain thig 
Propera tail; because such ascertainment of difference is absolute) 
fact oe 18 the due knowledge of the relationship of subserviency between 
„ as for other facts, the present is no opportunity for any 
mention of there. 

Thus alone can tho connection of the Adhyaya be shown. Because 
(1) tho relationship between the Primary and the Subsidiary, &c., is de. 
pendent upon a due ascertainment of differences among Actions; (2) it is 
only when the Action has been duly cognised that there can be any ques- 

tion as to a person being entitled to its performance ; and (3) it is only 
when the Injunctions have been duly comprehended that there can be 
a transference of the properties of one Action to another. 

That is to say, until the Means of knowledge has been daly dofincd 
there can be no consideration of the meaning of the Veda; and as such no 
discussion as to the marks of differences among Actions (treated of in 
Adh. 11) can be introduced; and inasmuch as it 13 only im the case 
of Actions that have been found to be different, that there can he any 


Injunctions), 
māsya (II—ii—3 et seq.), 
a ground of difference ; b 


ginning of the 
or Rescensions 
any other ground of difference am 
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idea either of relationship of the Primary and the Subsidiary (Adh. III), 
or of their usefulness or otherwise (Adh. IV), or of the order of their 
performance (Adh. V),—none of these discussions could be raised, until 
we had thoroughly considered the marks of differences among Actions ; 
go too, it is only when the character of the Action has been fully cognised 
that there can be any consideration of the question as to whether a certain 
person is entitled to its performance or not (Adh. VI); and thus we find 
that this last question stands in need of all the five foregoing Adhyayas. 
In the same manner, the Adhyayas VII—XII, treating as thoy do of the 
Transference of Properties, presuppose a full knowledge of all Injunctions ; 
and as such the whole of this latter half of the siitras is found to be depen- 
dent upon the whole of the former half. 

And thus it is clear that after the consideration of the Pramäna, next 
comes that of the marks of difference, a treatment of which is therefore 
begun in Adh. II, 

— ee 

Says the Bhashyn: Shadvidhah karmabhedah, gabdantaram, &o., & 
But inasmuch ns those that are enumerated are not differences of Action 
(karmabhéda), (1) this word should be taken as meaning the ‘ grounds of 
such difference.“ Though in accordance with the order observed in the 
forthcoming Sitras, ‘n@madhéya’ should have been mentioned just after 
‘sañjäā, yet, on account of the fact of its being of the least importance, 
it is mentioned last. (2) Or the word ‘iii’ may be taken as indicat- 
ing the reason, the construction of the sentence being—‘ shadvidhah 
karmabheda iti; i. e., the difference of Actions is of siz kinds, as due to the 
following causes. (8) Or, the word bhéda’ may be taken in the Instru- 
mental sense (‘ bhidyate’ nëna) and thereby signifying the means of differentiu- 
tion of Actions, the word ‘karmabhedah’ could be directly taken along with 
‘gabdantaram,’ &c. That Sanna and Cabdantara, and ‘ Sankhya’ and 
* Gupa,’ are not repetitions, we shall explain later on. 

Each of these six treating of altogether different objects, there can bo 
ae question as to Mipi comparative authoritativeness, as thore is among 

Direct Assertion, ‘ Indirect Implication,’ &. Therefore it is tho ox- 
raa of Difference alone that forms the main subject of tho present 
85 90 āya; all other discussions are only meant to be either Introductory 

Supplementary ; as that discussion which helps the accomp! ishmontof the 
Main discussion is said to be ‘Introductory ;’ while those that follow from 
the main discussion are known as ‘ Supplementary.’ the 
ai For instance, this following Adhikaraga will be . za ky 

Apuna assion of the Adhyaya, becanse it trosta of the differone 

8, which establishes that among the Actions. ` 


ADHIKARANA (1). 


The question to be treated of in this Adhikarana thus comes to 1 
this—which is the word (in an Injunction) which, 2 1 to the result) 
would point out the difference or non-difference among Apurva P 2 

15 the — its were — one complete whole by e 
the shape of Spkota), there would be no relevancy iy ee Saale 
in the Bhashya) does each word signify Dharma ? ang 155 — = 
the Bhashya has added—JIn a sentence words have sale a — Siam 

But against this question, there is yet another objection : . 
“ has been declared to be capable of being known by means of the Codana 
“alone; then inasmuch as the Codand is always in the for m of a sentence, 
“how can there be any question as to Dharma being signified by each of the 
“words? That is to say, if Dharma were directly denotable by words, 
“ then alone could there be any question as to whether or notit is signified by 
“each word. As a matter of fact, however, Dharma (as Son ie the 
“meaning of the sentence) is oa tara eae Musi eh 
40 a uestion g 

e e PS3 see 1 coat is given: On account of its relationship 
to the Result, Dharma cannot but be recognised as denoted by the word; 
and hence it is only natural that there should be an enguiry as to whe. 
ther it is denoted by any one word or by all the words (in the Injunctive 
sentence). 

And then again, what is considered here is, not whether what ig 
known as ‘Dharma’ is denoted by each of the words, but whether that 
which is denoted by each of the words comes to be Dharma, when vogaised 
in the shape of the denotation of the Sentence, comprehendeéd after its 
connection with the Result has been perceived; or that it is 


the meaning 
of a single word that, when aided by those of the other words, comes to 
be recognised as Dharma. It is only in accordance with this last alter- 
native that all the words in t 


he sentence can be found to be signifyine 
the fact of a single Action being Dharma; specially as the cher ` 
of Dharma is held to belong to that alone which is the direct fel 
the accomplishment of the Result. There is no single thing Wii!” is 0 
noted by all the words; and as such all the words cantio, be Z d to ke 
be relate 
' f Dharma, 
the direct means of the particular Apūrva (bringing about thit K 
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ADHIKARANA (A). 
[The Apūrva follows from that which is directly connected with the result.] 


Thus then, the question resolves itself into this form—Are all the 
words connected with the Result, or only one of them? And on this, 
we have the following 


PORVAPAKSHA (A). 


“ Each one of the words is connected with the Result; because, inas- 
much as a uniforin relationship is possible only with the principal factor 
“in a sentence, —and as it is the Result that is the principal factor, —each 
“one of the words must be taken as uniformly related to it. If we could 
“ perceive any difference among the words, whereby we could ascertain 
“that one of them, and not the rest, is related to the Result, then we 
“could accept the theory that ouly one word is so related; so long, how- 
“ever, as we are not cognisant of any such difference, we cannot brt 
“admit all the words to be related to it. If only one word were held to 
be connected with the Result, and all other words to be connected with 
“ tliat word, then, in accordance with the Vajapeyadhikerana (Sutras V—ii 
„I et. seq.), that which would be denoted by that one word would, with 
“ reference to the Result, have the threefold position of the Predicate, the 
“ Injunction and the Subsidiary ; while with reference to the other (namely 
“the material of the sacrifice) it would have the contrary threefold 
“character of the Subject, the Description and the Primary; and this 
“contrariety of character would lead to a split of the sentence. On the 
“other hand, when all the words are taken as Predicates with reference to 
“the Result, then there is an uniformity of character, which makes a 


“simultaneous relationship of the words possible. And as a rule, every- 


“ thing comes to be connected with the principal factor, whenever this is 
possible, —and hence the denota 


A : tions of all the words, being related to the 
7 Result, must be admitted to be Dharma. And as to whether each of the 
Dharmas thus signified fulfils the full Result, as in the case of com- 


5 munistio sacrifices (Where the complete Result accrues to each sacrificer), 
a or all of them conjointly accomplish it,—and as to whether they are to 
he employed as optional alternatives or all conjointly—, on these matters 
. a Aq h accopt any theory that we choose. But as a matter of fact, 75 

«one: feasonable theory is that each of them fulfils the Result in its, 
. ot J 2226cause the Result being an immense one, it cannot be men- 


stoned It 


“ ale Spd, and because each of them is distinctly cognis 


48 bei capable by itsel jah; Or, in accord - 
* sues wi by itself of accomplishing the Result. > th 
“wh a the . ‘uclusion arrived at under Satras III —i—12 et. seg» © ° 


“hone An, -& buing mentioned by the single seutence, the Result 5 8 
tig be accomplished by all the Dharmas takon collectively. 
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i ny- 
“again, the Result being fulfilled by a single Dharma it cannot have ang 


ken 
“thing to do with any others; and as such, the Dharmas must be ta 
as optional alternatives.” 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


To all this we make the following reply: The Aparva is hale ° 
follow only from that which is directly connected with the Result; and? 
this is accomplished by the relationshi 
there can be no ground for 

That is to say, 


p of the deuctation ofa single word, 
postulating the relationship of any others. * 
if the sole purpose of the sentence rested solely in 
relationship of the Result, then, it might have been possible for the 97700 
tations of all the words to be connected with it. Asa matter of take 
however, the mere relationship of the Result not being enough for estab- 
lishing the full character of Dharma, it becomes necessary to assume an 


intermediate Apirva, And the only ground for such an assumption is the 
Apparent Iuconsistene 


y of the mention of the Result, Ce. Hence when 
this inconsistency of 
tion of the Apurva, ti 
unseen agency. And 
Sume one Apirva ; 
the aforesaid Inconsistency disappears, and leaves no ground for the as- 
Sumption of any 
thing that can be related to the R 


else only helps the 
€ adiction (in the fact of the Action being 
y the single word of the Verb, while the Instrumontal ending 


ause the contradiction 


3 e.g., the sentence 
ne should purify the cup 
eaning of the verb may be 
e factor of the Result indi- 


by a washing with the dagapavitra,’ 
taken as referring to its Instrument, th 
cated indirectly. 


Or, the m 
rough th 


—ů t A 
ADHIKARAŅA (B). 1 


[The Apirva is pointed out cither by the Noun or by the Verb.] 
Now thero arises the question—the denotation of which 


one of the 
words should be connected with the Result? And the 
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PURVAPAKSHA (B) 
is that, “as the assumption of unseen agencies is obviated by connecting 
the Result with any one of the words, there can be no fixed rule as to any 
one of these being so connected.” ae 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


„ And to this we make the following reply: That which ig connected 
with the Result is the Principal factor; while that which is related to the 
Principal factor is the Subsidiary; and hence the character of both the 
Primary and the Subsidiary cannot belong to one and the same thing. 
That is to say, in a single sentence, one and the same word cannot, at one 
time, be the Principal, on account of its direct relationship to the Result, 
and at another time, the Subsidiary, on account of its being an aid to that 
which is directly related to the Result; because the character of tho 
Principal and the Subsidiary is not variable. l 


For these reasons, the Apurva must be always admitted to be pointed 
out either by the Verb or by the Noun. ees 


ADHIKARANA (0). 
[Bhaivarthadhikaraza.—Al Verbs ure indicative of the Bhavana, and the 
Apiirva proceeds from this]. - i 

The Bhashya here raises the question — What is a Bau and what 
are ‘ Bhāva-çabdas ?’” This question emanates from one who holds, that 
in a sentence, the predominant factor in the denotation of such verbs as 
‘sacrifices’ aad the like, is that which is signified by the affixes in them; 
and that inasmuch as the conjugational affixes denote the Agent, the Verb 
cannot but be accepted as denoting either the sacrifice as qualified by the 
agent, or conversely, the agent as qualified by the sacrifice. Though a 

‘single question would also imply the other, yet, as without having quoted 
the words ‘ yajana,’ &c., the Bhashya has quoted the words“ yajati,’ &., as 
denoting the Bhava,—it is clear that it is something superphysical that is 
meant by the word ‘ Bhavagabdda ; ’ and as such none of the-two questi ons 
is redundant. ; 

To the questions thus put forward in the Bhashya, the upholder of 
the Siddhanta theory replies by interpreting the word ‘Bhava’ as Bh¹öf ute 
+ac= Bhavana, and then by explaining the denotation of the verb to be 
purely concomitant with sneh Bhavana, and denying the fact of the verb 
denoting the Agent; and it is with all this in view that he quotes the 
verbs ‘Yajuti,’ &. A 

The opponent however thinks that the denotation, in ques 
belong to anything besides the root ‘Bha’ with the cans 


tion does not 
al affix, and 
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that the verbal affix can have nothing to do with the Bhavana; specially 15 
this latter is expressed by an altogether different root; he further 9 ey 
that though there may be other roots that might denote the ‘Bhavana, 
yet there are no affixes denotative of it; and that ag a matter of fact, even 
the roots, denoting as they do the sacrifice, &c., are not capable of denoting 
the Bhavana; with all this in view, the opponent has urged the argument : 
“The words ‘ yaga,’ ‘homa, &e.” 

To these arguments we make the following reply: All verbs al ways 
clearly signify the Bhavana as interspersed with the sacrifice, &c. ; and aS 
such they are held to be ‘bhavarthah.’ In the case of any word all that 18 
not cognisable by means of any other word is held to be the meaning of 
that word; and as a matter of fact, wherever a verb is found, it is found 
to signify the meaning of the root, mixed up with the Bhavana ; and it is 
for this reason, that the verb is called ‘bha@vartha.’? Words signifying Sub- 


stances and Properties are always known to be apart from the Bhivana ; 
and as sucb the question does not refer to them. And on this point, we 
have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (o). 


signifying substances and properties, and denoting 
are well capable of being taken as expressing 
5 Instrumentality, &c.; and hence it is through this that they come to be 
“related to the Result. Asa rule, the result, being a thing yet to be 
“accomplished, stands in need of the Means or Instrument which is an 
“already accomplished entity, and not in that of another Result. Thus 
“then, the substances signified by Nouns being well-established entities, 
bere capable of sn 8 need of the Result, which need cannot be 

» Which itself is something yet to be aceomplished, 
sone, the Result must be admitted to follow from the Sub. 
ignified by Nouns) (and not from Verbs).” 


“All the words 
“ well-known entities, 


“stance, &e., (s 


SIDDHANTA (C). 
e is given in 
Sutra (1): All verbs are indicative of Bho = 
8 2 ha i 
accomplishment of the Lavanas, and the 


Apurva proceeds from these. 
this particular fact is laid down, hese; because 


That is to say, the verbs that de 
cognition of the accomplishment of th 
fact—that ‘one should accomplish hen 
laid down by these. 


The reply to the aboy 


note the. Bhavana bring about the 
e Apiirva; because the Partivular 
ven by means of the 8acrificd’—ig 


To explain further, it is a relationship with the main result that 
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Serves as the means of the cognition of the Apirva; and then all relationship 
is preceded by a certain want (on the part of the members related); this 
want is found to emanate from words signifying Bhava (action), and from 
those signifying Substance or Property ; and for this reason the Bhavana of 
the Apurva is recognised from the verbal conjugational affixes ; and in this 
that which is signified by the verbal root is cognised, through proximity, 
to be the Instrument in the fulfilment of the main Result, Consequently 
we come to the conclusion that it is by means of the signification of the 
verbal root, recognised as the Instrument in the fulfilment of the final 
Result, that leads, through the apparent inconsistency (ok the fulfilment of 
the Result at a time other than that of the performance of the Action), to 

an idea of the appearance of an Apūrva. 

A question is here raised: “ How is it that, in the case of the word 
> “yajéta,’ the root yaji’ (‘sacrifice’) is set aside, and the Bhavana is said 
to be signified by the Affix alone,—the meaning of the Injunctive affix 
“ being laid down as = ‘ Bhiivayét’ (one should accomplish) ? (1) For, as 
“a matter of fact, the affixes, Injunctive and the like, would, by themselves, 
“signify mere Injunction; which part of the Affix 
“ which is expressed by the root Bha with the causative Affix (i. e., Bhāvi) p 
ss Specially as the root yaji’ itself cannot signify the meaning of another 
“root ( Bhi’) having, as it has, all its potentiality taken up in the 
“ denotation of its own specific meaning. (2) Then again, as a matter of 
fact, we find that whenever one object is expressed by a synonymous 
word other than the one previously used, the words are never used to- 
“ gether in speaking of this same object. For instance, when one says 
“ ‘bring the pika (cuckoo), if the person addressed fail to comprehend the 
“ word ‘pika, he says ‘ bring the kokila, and not bring the pika kokila. 
Sg, in the same manner, in the case in question, if the Injunctive Affix 
“be Synonymous with the word ‘karoti’ or bhavayati,’ then in speaking 
“of the particular fact, we should use only these latter, and not the In- 
“ junctive affix also. (That is to say, the Injunctive affix being vnn 

k mons with ‘ bhavayati,’ we could not in this connection nse the 9158 

À bhavayat ): specially as, at the particular time it is not quite differen ; 

‘ated which factor of the word signifies the Action. In the case in ques 


0 — ou 
s tion, however, we find you speaking of ‘ kuryāt, and ‘bhāvayēt, where y 
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rule that when the Verbal conjugational affix donotes the action of an 
agent, who is a fully accomplished entity, then the sense of ‘ karoti” 
(accomplishes) is recognised as co-éxtensive (with the meaning of the 
Verb). There are certain roots, added to which, a conjugational affix 
signifies only that action of the agent which ends in his acquiring bis own, 
existence,—e.g., ‘is,’ ‘exists,’ and the like. In the case of other roots, 
when the agent is an already accomplished entity, the action signfied is 
that which brings about the existence of something else,—e.g., ‘ sacrifices.’ 
‘gives,’ ‘cooks,’ and the like. And the word ‘vydpara’ (‘action’) 
signifies only a particular substance,—endowed with peculiar potencies, 
moved in its pristine character, having a mixed nature, having an existence 
in the past and in the future,— as moved from its former position and not 
reached the next. And in the case of some Verbs it is the agent himself 
that is cognised as being in this position; while in that of others, where 
the Agent is a well-established entity, it is something else. Hence in a 
case where the Agent himself happens to be in the said unsettled position, 
he stands in need of something else, for the fulfilment of his own exis- 
tence; and as such not functioning towards the accomplishment of any 
other substance, he cannot be spoken of as ‘karoti? When, however, the 
Agent is a well-established entity, and functions towards the fulfilment 
of something else, then he is spoken of as ‘karoti’ (‘does’). Thus it ig 
that when one asks ‘kin karoti’ (‘what does he do), the reply given jg 
‘ pathati’ (‘reads’), which latter combines within itself the generig 
( karoti’) as well as the specific action (‘pathati’) [ since the word 


t 5? — ‘ patham karoti']; wher i 
pathati ꝓdt ia oti']; whereas in reply to the same s 
there can be no such reply as— bhavati’ (exists). question, 


Thus then, it is clear that all conjugational aff í 
a r t . 
actions of Agents that are well 2 7 Jug affixes that signify the 


5 lished entities, have the th 
tk ti’ . ’ e the sense 0 
ee And as such there must be something to he 
t karoti’ is aves Pe Weta 15 is something to be accomplished the word 
(bhavati) that ee itis the nominative of the verb ‘to be’ 


the objecti 7 R 
‘karoti’ being transitive: E ei of ‘ karoti? That is to say, the verb 
, ere is something to be accomplished, the 


sense of the verb is not comp] : 
nouns, in whichever case, fre Da en fact tbat all 
actions; and then it is that, with reference ire intervening minor 
they come to be recognised as the Objective, Dative 88 0 0 Action, 
case of each individual Principal Action, there is a 1 i a thus in the 
dependent upon. the capabilities of the objects colna? A A of actions 
to this rule, we come to the conclusion that the nominative a ee 
‘to be’ is the objective of the action ‘karoti.’ wee 


For ine zunce, that which can never be, as well as that which always 
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exists, can never be accomplished, —e.g., ‘sky-flowers’ and ‘ Akdga’ respec- 
tively. That is to say, it is that whose being has commenced, or whose being 
is possible, that can be brought about by something else, and as such be 
spoken of as ‘being accomplished.’ For certainly, no one is ever found to be 
accomplishing either the sky-floweror Akaca. Though in certain cases—such 
as ‘pada kuru ’—we find the verb to ‘accomplish’ (kuru) used with 
reference to an already established entity—the foot,— yet what is meant 
here to be accomplished is not the feet themselves, but certain other pro- 
cesses in connection with them. zit Sa 
Though the root ‘kr’ has many meanings, yet in all of them is a 
Common element—that of the bringing about of something not before exis- 
tent (and as such there is nothing incongruous in the general assertion 
that the word ‘karoti’ cannot be ased unless there is something to be ac- 
complished), Or, it may be that it is only when the root siguifies bring - 
ing about (or accomplishing) that there can be a co-ordination of its 
meaning with the sense of the particular conjugational affix; and hence it 
2 3 actually prought about that becomes the objective of the 
erb, . i 
Thus then, we have got at the true character of the action ‘to be.’ 
And it now follows that that which is the Nominative of the accomplish- 
ing (karoti) is the Instigator of the action ‘to be; while the nominative 
of the action ‘to be’ becomes the Instigated of the former person. That is 
to say, on account of the peculiar character of the potentiality of the two 
Toots ‘ Karoti’ and Bhavati,’ the relation between them is such that the 
former signifies the action of the Instigator, while the latter does that of 
the Instigated ; exactly as there is between the roots ‘pac’ (to cook) 
and viklidt (to become softened). (l) And in certain cases it happens 
that it is only the action of the Instigator himself that is directly expressed, 
the action (of becoming ready) of the Instigated (Tata) being implied, either 
Dy the peculiar potentiality of the declared objective (kafam), or by the 
aforesaid action of the Instigator,—e.g.. in ‘katam karoti? (prepares the 
mat), adanam pacati’ (cooks the rice); (2) while in some cases, it is only 
the action of the Instigated that is directly expressed, that of the Insti- 
ove being indirectly implied 3—6.9., ‘ghato bhavati’ (the jar becomes 
nade ‘viklidyanti tandulah’ (the rice is becoming softened); (3) in 
; $ Cases the distinct actions of both are mentioned together,—~6.9-s 
me 1 deradattah (Dsvadatta prepares the mat); (4) and in . 
gates © action of the Instigator is made subservient to that of the Ins j 
en bain latter alone is directly mentioned, kriyate kato * 
is bein . by Devadatta), ‘kriyaté katah svayamëva 5 h that 
which a eared by itself) ; (5) there are certain instances in w. ae i 
mentioned is the Action of the Instigator only, to whioh is made 
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subservient the action of the Instigated, which latter is mentioned by a 
part of the same word; and in this case we fiud that the words raroti 
and ‘pacati’ in their pure forms are incapable of giving the sense just 
mentioned; while the roots öh and viklidi signify only the actions 
of the Instigated ; and hence these too do not give the necessary meaning; 
and consequently the only way of rightly expressing the particular mean- 
ing is the use of the Causal forme ‘bhavayati’ and ‘yikledayati,’ where 
the fanction of the Causal may be taken to be either direct denotation 
or indirect implication. i. e., the word ‘ yikledayati,’ though apparently 
mentioning the action of the Instigator, Dévadatta only, clearly con- 


tains the elements of the actions of both; for the meaning of the as- 
ible into the two sentences Dara- 


sertion ‘tandulam vikledayatt’ is divis nte 
dattah pacati’ (the action of the Instigator) and fandula viklidyanta’ the 
action of the Instigated]. As bas been declared elsewhere: “Causal 
verbs are used in connection with the actions of the Instigator, though they 
always indicate the actions of the Instigated.” 5 
And further, because the roots bha and vixlidi, &., are incapable 
of giving this sense, without the causal affix,—that is no reason why 
other roots ‘ karoti’ ‘pacati; &e., should be equ lly incapable; or con- 
versely, because these latter are capable of giving this particular sense,— 
that is no reason why all the roots should be so capable. Because the 
nataral potentialities of objects cannot be questioned ; and it is for this 
reason that ropts and affixes signify many meauings. = 
sha then we find that, through the sense of ‘ karoli, all conjuga. 


5 he sense of ‘ bhdvayati.’ 

8 1 5 that persons knowing the true nature of Bhavana, 
explain it as the action of the person instigating, or bringivg into exis- 
oe that object which is the nominative of the Action ‘ to be.’ 
ten Tt has been urged above that—“ Injunctive affixes do not signify 
anything other than Injanetions.” Bat this is not correct; because what 
the Injanctive affixes do is to signify the Verbal Bhavana ; as for the Actual 
(1 aterial) Bhavana, this is expressed by all conjugational affixes. 
That is to say, when we comprehend the Bhaévan4, in the shape of the 

on of & person, to be signified by the word karoti,’ as following from 
ona! affixes,—we also comprehend. such specialities of the 
Bhavana as Injunction, Prohibition, Past, Future, Present, &c.,—all of 
which are signified by particular words other than conjugational affixes in 
and hence it is that in the case of all conjugational affixes the 
sonse of ‘karoti’ is comprehended as the general factor. For instance, we 
bavesuch uses as What is he doing P?’ He is cooking. What did he do? 
He cooked.’ ‘ What will he do?’ He will cook. What should he do?’ 


He should cook.’ ‘ What should he not do?’ ‘He should not cock.” And 


acti p 
all conjugati 


general ; 
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ia all these we find that h the Actual Bhavana, there is an element of 
the peculiar fanctioning of the Injunctive affixes, &c., whereby they serve to 
instigate the person to activity or otherwise; and this function is some: 
thing apart from the former Bhavana, which consists of the denotative 
property of words; and it is this that is called (Verbal) ‘ Bhavana’ or 
‘ Vidhi? We have dealt with this in detail under the Adhikarana treating 
of the Arthavida. ; , 552 l ees ` 
It has been urged that—* in explaining ‘ yajata’ by yayéna bhavayet,’ 
there is an iufringement ‘of the laws governing the use of synonymous 
words (see above).” . * . 
To this we make the following reply: (1) Inasmuch as the mere 
root is not capable of being used,—(2) with a view to the expression of the 
Number, &o., of the agent,—and (3) for the sake of protecting the original 
form,—we make use of the affix (Injunctive) (in ‘ bhavayét.’) That is to 
Say, if the mere roots ‘kr’ or ‘bhavi’ were capable of being used, then we 
could not make use of the affix; as it would be like using together tlie 
words ‘pika’ and ‘kokila ;’ but, as à matter of fact, a root by itself is 
never used; for such a use woüld ba wholly incorrect. Thus then, it 
being absolutely necessary fo make use of some one affix (when speaking 
of the meaning of a Verb), it is only natural that we should hit upon that 
very affix of which we are explaining the meaning; as in that case, the 
Second mention of the affix could be taken as descriptive of the former, and 
helping the root in the usage; and any other affix is not used, because 


Such another affix would siguify something over and above what is sigui- 
fied by the original word. 


Objection: “ But the affixes 
‘used in connection with a roo 
5 such ; and hence we could mak 

yatth,’ * krtth’ or ‘ karotth.’” 

This cannot be; 
that the resulting wo 
nothing to do with i 
explaining the mean 

Though there ar 


ik and stip have been laid down as to be 


t where one has to speak of the root as 
o use of such forms as bhavth’ or bhāva- 


because when these two affixes are juined to roots, all 
rd signifies is the verbal form only; and as such, having 
ts signification, any such form could not be used in 
ing of the conjugational affix (in yajéia.”) 

o certain cases where people do make use of roots with 
these affixes (ik and stip), even in speaking of what is signified by the root, 
o vn and vajatih / &o.,— yet in all these cases, the words-used 
15885 denote the verbal form only; and it is only indirectly that they 
ndicate the meaning. In the case in qnestion, however, we have no 


reason to have recourse to indirect Indication; and as such we cannot uso 
> Word that is not itself directly significant. 55 
í 55 And again if we explained the Injunctive affix in ‘yajeta’ by the word 

‘vayacih ; or ‘karotih,’ we would bo holding that the roots: , aud 
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"bha are directly signified by the conjugational affix in question; whioli 
ia far from desirable. For these reasons, in order to speak of the root 
with a view to its meaning, we cannot but use the roots *r and b 
together with a conjugational affix. 

And again, if Bhavana were the only meaning of the 
the roots ‘kr’ and ‘bhavati’ were capable of expressive all that is 
denoted by the Affix,—then there might be some question as to using the 
roota ‘tha,’ &., alone. As a matter of fact, however, none of these two 
contingencies is possible, and hence even though the roots serve to point 
out the Bhavand, yet the affix has to be used, inorder to poiat out the 
number, &., of the nominative (of aja). 

Thus then, the fact is thab when we explain ‘ yajéta’ as ‘ yagéna 


bhävayät, the denotation, by the Injunctive affix in the word ‘ bhavayét’ 
n as being descriptive of the same 


of the Bhavana itself must be take 
ed (in ‘yajéta’) [the chief use of this 


Bhavana. that is already express 
ting of the number, &c., of the agent]; otherwise we 


affix lying in the deno 

would fall into & double mistake: (1) that Bhavana is the sole meaning of 

the Affix, and (2) that the roots ‘kr’ and ‘bhi’ themselves are 
&c., of the agent also. 


denotative of the number, 
Farther, the Bhavana that is expressed by the conjugational affixes is 


shows it in the process of accomplishment, And if we 
made use of any other affix (than the Injunotive, in ‘ bhavayet 9), then the 
roots ‘Ar’ and bha’ (as accompanied by some other affixes) would 
signify the Bhavan&é in the shape of an accomplished entity ‘like a 
substance; and as such it would not be the same kind of Bhavana that is 

jagational affix. Hence it is absolutely necessary to 


Affix, and if 


always in a form that 


make use o 
Again 
root and the 


is exclusively ® 
Bhavané is signified by the affix, then there could be an objection as to the 


mention of affixes with the roots Er and ‘bhkn’ being a useless repetitio 

Bat, as a matter of fact, it is not so; inasmuch: as it is when both the 
affix and the root are present that the Bhavana is cognised. It is becau i 
of the impossibility of either the affix or the root being used gpart from ihe 
other, that we can never rightly ascertain as to which of the two signifi 
the Bhavana; all that we can say is that it is signified (1) either by the 
Affix as accompanied by the root,—or (2) by the root as gided by the afi 7 
or (8) by both together. Nor is there any particular reason for assumi 5 
eny particular expressive potentiality in any one of the two; becanse 9 5 


only ground for such assumption would be the Apparent Inconsistency (of 


the signification of the Bhavana), and this would apply equally to both (the 
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Affix and the root). As a matter of fact, there is no particular purpose 
served by ascertaining absolutely by which of the two the Bhavana is 
expressed. g . 

The following objection might be urged: “Inasmuch as we do not 
find the Bhavana expressed by the roots ending in the krt affixes, we 
can safely assert that it is signified by the conjagational affixes, (and 
not by the roots ).” ae ott 

This is not right; because we find that no Bhavana is expressed by 
the conjugational affixes in ‘ bhavati,’ ‘asti,’ &c. Nor is it an absolute fact 
that it is not expressed by roots ending in krż affixes, because even when 
these latter are used, we do comprehend a certain portion of the Bhavana. 

For instance, in the case of krtya affixes, we meet with such words as 
‘ bhoktavyam,’ ‘ yashtavyam,’ and the like; and the Bhavana that is signified . 
by these is only slightly inferior to that which is signified by conjuga- 
tional affixes. And here too, in the case of the Passive krtya affixes as 
im ‘brahmans na hantavyah’ inasmuch as it is a substauce—Brahmana—that 
is the predominant factor in the sentence,—the Bhdvan& denoted is much 
inferior to that which is signified by the Bhava-Krtya affix (in ‘ Yashta- 
vm '); and the reason is that in the case of the latter no prodominance 
belongs to the action of an Instigator, the meaning of the root itself being 
the most predominant factor; whereas in the other case brahmano na 
Rantavyah „the verb signifies the action of the Instigated as along with 
that of the Instigator. ` 8 
The same explanation holds respecting the conjugational affixes used 
in the sense of the Active and the Passive; because in the case of these 
also, the position of the action of the Instigator remains a subordinate 
one. And hence. the case of the kré affixes cannot be said to be the same 
as that of the conjugational affixes. 

So also in the case of Indeclinable Kri affixes, though these have the 
Bense of the Bhava (Active), yet the cognition of the Bhavana, cognised 

Y itself, is slightly inferior to the foregoing. For instance—‘ abhikraman 
Paia? eto., etc., in all of which the Bhāvanā that is cognised is one that 
2 dependent upon another Bhadvand. So also in the case of such worda 

gakvah, ‘ pakvavān’ and the like, the cognition that is directly per- 
ae ible is that of a substance subservient to a Bhavana in its fully accom- 
E ished form ; so too in the case of the words pdoaka,’ and the like. 
hus then, we find that in all cases, (of Krt affixes), there is always a- 
a certain relationship between the Noun and the Verb (and this 
be without a Bhavana) ; for if there were no Bhavana, there 
no need of any such relation, exactly as there is none in the caso 
name po Pounds of root-words and words with nominal affixes. And the 

° Karaka’ (relation betwoen noun and verb) is not applicable unless 
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there is an action in the case; nor is there any action, which does not 
bring about something that did not exist before. Hence it is proved 
that the sense of ‘karoti’ and bhārayati’ is present (in the case of vrt 
affixes also). f 
And even without the fact of the Bhavana being shown in the process 
of accomplishment, we can show that the necessary co-ordination is 
present, For instance,—‘ What should be done? Cooking should be done 
(paktavyam)’ (where we have a co-ordination between the cooking, pala: 
—and the affix tavya— should ’). ‘Kathankaram juhoti?’ ‘ Abhikraman 
juhott,’ and soon. In the case of the conjugational affixes also, there is no 
other ground for the Bhavana, but the co-ordination (of the affix) with 


the root ‘kr.’ : bo . . 
Thus then we find that even roots do not entirely leave off the 


Bhavana, as has been well said (in Bhatti-kavya— Jast as the root kp 
employs all the roots in their various meanings, so, &c., &. (P) te 

It is not the form, but the predominant character, of the Bhavana, ` 
that can be said to be directly signified, or indirectly implied, by the con. 
jugational affixes, exclusively. 

Ohjection: “In that case as soon as the word ‘ydagéna’ has been 
mentioned, the fall meaning of the root ‘yaji’ becomes withdrawn from 
the word  yajéta,’ and the Bhavana having thas been signified by the 
root-meaning, there can be no reason for the use of another worg 


er 5 
. argument does not touch our position ; because, as a matter of 
fact, the root (. vai 9 has a twofold meaning; and in pointing out the two 
es of the meaning separately, all that we do by mentioning the word 
* yagéno js to point out, separately, the peculiar Instrumentality of the sacri. 
fice, which is & specific form of the signification of the root, the generic 
form consisting of the Bhavana, in order to point out which we make use 
of another word bhitvayét.’ 
Or, it may be that there are certain facts—f.i., (I) Instrumentality and 
(2) the number of the Agent —that are signified separately by the root and 
the nffix (respectively); whereas the Bhavana being quite compatible with 
both of them, we can hold it to be denoted by both (root and affix) to- 
_gether. And it is for this reason that we find both the Sutra and the 
Bhashya speaking of all t Karmagabdah’ (complete verbs) as being 
< phavarthah’ (signifying the Bhavana), where there is a distinct mention 
of coextensiveness (between whole verb-roots and aſiæes combined—and the 
signifying of the Bhitvanda). i 
In tho Mimanéa-Gastra, however, tho Bhavana is always held to be 


senified by the affix. ; 
úi The sense of this theory may be thus briefly oxplained: (1) The 


phas 
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sense of the Affix is always expressed by the Root and the Affix taken to- 
gether; and as the Bhdvand is the most important factor in this joint 
signification, it is held tobe signified by the affix. That is to say, though 
there is no other ground for differentiating exactly, by which of the two 
the Bhavanad..is denoted, yet, inasmuch as it is a well-established fact 
that greater importance is always attached to the denotation of the affix, 
—and in the case in question, the Bhavand is the most important fac- 
N naturally conclude that this Bhavana must be denoted by the 
aix, ` : : 3 ` 

(2) The Root and the Affix are always found to appear in a definite 
order of seqnence; and as a matter of fact, we find that it is only 
when the Affix is heard to be pronounced, that we have an idea of 
the Bhavana; and this too leads us to the conclusion that the Bhavana 
a8 denoted by the affix. Because the invariable concomitance of any two 
objects is not only such that one cannot exist in the absence of the other, 
but also of a kind which we-find in the present case, where we find that 
it is only when a particular word—the Affix f.i.—is pronounced that there 
18 a denotation of the Bhavana; and as such, in accordance with the rule 
that when one object is always seen to appear when another appears 
there is always an invariable concomitance between the two, —we must 
admit tbat the Bhāvanā is denoted by the Affix. : < 

It bas been argued above that—“ in the case of such verbs as asti 
and the like, we find the Affix giving up the denotation of the Bhavana’ 
and as such there can be no concomitance between the two).” But this 
objection ig equally applicable to all the theories; for instance, even if the 
av be held to be denoted by the. Root, or the Root and the Affix con- 
Jointly, then too, the case of the verbs ‘asti, &c., would be incompatible 
With. the theories. Hence. the fact is that, whenever the Bhavana is 
Cognised, it is always expressed by the Affix, while in a case where it is 
not cCognised, there is no occasion for any consideration as to by what it 
18 expressed. And we have already shown under the Tadbhutadhikarana 


the Tarkapäda) that any stray contrary instance cannot vitiate a: 
general rule. oS 


ins Or, we may show that the case of the verbs asti, &c., does not afford 
8 Bie contrary to our general rule with regard to the denotation of 
ale @vana, Because even in the case of the words ‘asti, &., there is 
ee 43 a part of the Nominative agent that is yet to be accomplished’; 
. hence there is always present a Bhāvanā (accomplishing) of this 
66 complished portion; but the Bhavang, in this case, is not distinetly 
tion ets because it does not appear (as it does in other cases) in a rela- 
is te 8 Subserviency to anything. apart: from the Agent himself. i That 
i say; in the case of the words asti, &., though there is no functioning 
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8 


following that which is expressed by 
with ‘takes birth,’ and as such accomplishes the present being of th 
e self. 


plishe 


o it is that it takes one of the conj ; 
o, the differentiation of the 5 And in 
the acted upon is to be made as before, with 8 the Actor and 
character being that extends over the various parts of 15 to the common 
differing m another in the point of time of their indivi e Agent, while 
However, pater there is such a Bhavana. ee accomplish, 

ibitio i 3 e = 

n with regard to such Bhdvands ; for the 5 
8 
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Aavatt, 
this is that it is true that 
: me. we meet with è 
the 92 85 5 is not used in 8 Injunotions; 
g of tijd bhavitavyam’ ig that ee sense 8 
ne should bas 


* 


BHAVARTHADHIKARANA, 485 


no such being is possible; and hence what the Injunction means is that 
one should accomplish the Rathantara—a distinet case of Bhavana. 

Whenever we have such sentences as ‘one should become this or that’ 
‘(bhavét),—the root ‘bka’ having the sense of stays (tishthati),—there is 
always a possibility of something to be accomplished, the sense of the ìnjanc- 
tion being that one should accomplish something by staying. 

For these reasons, we conclnde that the true character of Bhavana 
belongs to the action of the agent that becomes, only when the verb used 
signifies the Past, Present or the Future, —and not when it is in the Injunc- 
tive, &c. f 
In the expression of the Past, &c., also, when the complete action is 
ified by the verbal root itself, and there is no differentiation based 
Upon the difference in the time of the appearance of the different portions of 
the Agent, ther, in that vase, the incongruity being pntent, the significa- 
tion of the verb must be taken as restricted to the denotation of the root 


sign 


only, and not extending to the Bhāvanā,—the Number, &c., of the Nom- 
tuative being taken to be signified by the verbal affix. And we have 
already ah 


own that any stray instance to the contrary cannot Vitiate our 
Seneral rule with regard to the Bhavana. 


It has also been urged that we find the verbal root signifying the 
h@vand, even in the case of the Krt affixes (as in ‘pakvah,’ &c.). 

True it is that the denotation of the root always accompanies the 
Bhavana, but for the very reason of the Bhavana being indirectly implied 
by these denotations of the roots, it can also be said that the Bhavana is not 
directly expressed by the root. That is to say, in the case of all words 
ending in Krt affixes, the character of the Bhāvanā is cognised as the 
Secondary element, being indirectly implied by the nouns signified by 
the verbal root,—which latter therefore cannot be said to directly denote 
the Bhavana. Justz-s in the case of verbal affixes, inasmuch as action 
18 the Predominant element in the denotation of these, the Noun is always 

Cognised as the secondary factor connected with the denotation of the 
verbal root; and hence the Nominative and the Accusative are not held to 

e directly expressed (by the verbal affix); in the same manner, in the 
“age of the Krb affixes, the denotation of the Nominative, &c., not being 
otherwise possible, these would indirectly imply the Bhāvanā, which, for 
„Very reason, cannot be said to be directly denoted by the word. And 
it ig only with reference to this implied Bhavana, that we have such 
Ventences ag . Kia karāti ? ‘ Pakam’—where the last word is spoken of as 
Co-ordinate with the word è karoti, exactly as the word Dēvađattah’ is 
used along with the word ‘ pacati’ And the relationship of the Noun too ig 
ele only with reference to the indirectly implied Bhavana, Or, this’ 
re Mtionship may be taken as with the denotation of the root (and not with 


A 
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“to be denoted by the root.” 
Reply: This does not affect our po ioni 

that tho Bhāvanā is never cognised, pee acca though it is a fact 
of the verbal root, yet the Bhavand proper that i rom the signification 
form (covering over many particular datio), 1 gnised in a general 
different. That is to say, in all the particular Setion is something entirely 
vessel upon the fire, &c.,—we always ae above,— vis, 
mon generic 


action, in the shape of ‘t karoti, does. The action of bei 
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laying on the fire, &c., that are spoken of by the -words ‘pacati, ‘ cooks, 
&c., are such as inhere in the object and in the Nominative Agent. And 
among all these actions, the mere action of cessation from inactivity, the 
mere moving towards the performance of an action, is what is meant by 
the word ‘ Bhdvana’; while all the particular. actions, : that go to lend 
colour to the mere activity, and which inhere in the object as well as 
in the Agent, become-related to it, either in the shape of. the Instrument 
or in that of the Process. p ee T 5 : 
Objection: “But in that case,. Bhāvanā comes to be ‘nothing ‘more 
“than a generic denotation of the verbal root.” ; o 
Reply: True; the Bhāvanā does appear in a generic form; but it is 
only inthe shape of something to be accomplished, and not in the particular 
forms of the sacrifice, &c. Because the generic idea, that accompanies the 
sacrifice is in the form of the Instrument, which is entirely different from 
the Bhavana, which is something to be accomplished. With reference to 
each person, the Bhavana has its own peculiar generic and specific forms. 
And the sacrifice, &o., appear as Instruments in the Bhavana; and all that 
the signification of the verbal root does is to supply the elements wanting 
in this instrament of the Bhavana; it is this generic denotation of the 
Root that is expressed by the word ‘ karmagabda’. ‘ Verb’; and ‘inasmuch 
as the sacrifice, &c., serve to qualify the Bhavand, they are known as the 
peculiarities of the Bhavana, and not as the Bhavand itself. 
In geientific works, however, the words kriyZgabda’ and ‘ karmagabda’ 
are used, sometimes with reference to the denotation of the verbal root, 
and sometimes with reference to the Bhavana, while at times, through proxi- 
mity, with reference to both; in any case they are never used to express 
_ the particular forms of any of these. Because the Bhavana or the sig- 
_ Rification of the verhal affix, that is cognised in the case of a conjugational 
alix, is never expressed, in the same form, by any other word. That is 
to say, the word ‘Bhavana’ signifies something that is a substantial 
objective reality, in an accomplished form, as qualified by a particular 
Gender and Number; and thisis not what is signified by the conjugational 
affix (the Injunctive f.i.), whose denotation is entirely free from any 
element of Gender or Number. Similarly too, with the denotation of 
the verbal Root. For instance, the words ‘karoti, ‘does,’ and - bhavayati’ 
&ccomplishes, signify something entirely different from that which is 
expressed by the conjugational affix; sinco that which is signified by 
aroti > and ¢ bhavayats’ is the Bhavana that has doing and accomplishing 
for ite Instrument; and as this is not the form of the Bhavana that is 


‘Signified in the case of the word ‘yajata,’ the two (‘karofi’ and the 
DWuancti ya aMi é 
Sentence en bhavayét. should be oxplained, without taking into 


x in fee) cannot be said to be synonymous. . And the 
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J 
consideration the Bhavana that appears to be signified by the affix in the i 
word bhdvayét.’ Consequently the sentence in question cannot be quoted 
in support of the theory that bhāvayati’ or ‘ karoté’ is synonymous with the 
Injunctive affix in ‘yayéta;’ because the use of the sentence can be ex- | 
plained as based upon a certain degree of close proximity between the two 
and not upon an absolute identity of meaning. Thus we conclude that fi 
the Bhavand cannot be expressed by any other word. ij 
As soon as the Bhdvand has been cognised, first of all there arises a 
desire to know what the object of the Bhavana is; because the object is the i 
most important factor in it,and also because the object does not stand in need 0 
ok the desire for any other factor. And in every Bhavana that is endowed 
with an Injunction, this Injunctiveness, even if previously cognised, is. 
not accepted, until the Bkavand, as equipped with all its three factor, 
is perceived. to be capable of being put into action. And before the Injunc-,, 
tive character asserts itself, we must always recognise the fact that the 
Bhavan& should be fully equipped with all the elements that make it 
capable of being put into action. Any person that would do an act 
intelligently, is never found to be engaging in any action, unless he is 
fully cognisaut ofa certain desirable result that would follow from it.. i 
This desirable result too is never sought for anywhere else besides the 6 
object to be accomplished (by the Bhavana) ; because there is nothing 1 
more important than such a result, that could be the object to be ac- 
as ifin avy Bhavani, the object to be accomplished were some- ` 
thing different from that which is desirable to the agent, then 10 2 wont 
would be found to be engaging In any e towards the fulfilment of such 
an object; and as such the very promptive potency of the Injunctive affix 
would become thwarted. Hence it is that, though the denotation of the Root 
(yas), as related to the Injunctive through the fact cs Affxes. Sad by 
a part of the same word as the Injunctive, comes for varta Fag yt, 
factor of the object of the Bhavani,—yet, on account of its inherent inoar W 
bility (due to its not being something desirable by the Agent), it eas 
aside. (1) Because mere proximity is not the sole ground of any rele’ gr 
ship,—the most important grounds being those of Capability, Mutual We 15 
&o., 25 We shall speak of later on. (2) Because all that the word ‘ya 5 f 
directly denotes 18 the mere relationship between the denal oi ea 
root ‘yaj and the Bhāvanā (signified by the Injunctive affix); an d j tho 
presses nothing with tegard to the former entoring into any of th N 8 
elements of the latter. That is to say, the potency of the word ee 
ceased with the denotation of the Relationship, the matter, as to t ae 
tering of anything into the three elements of the Bhavana, should ie 


decided on the sole ground of capability. And inasmuch as the denotation 


it 
1 5 
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of the Root is not found to be capable of being related as the Object, 
Ton account of this factor being supplied by the Injunctive character, which, 
being expressed by the same Affix, is by far the most proximate (to the 
Bhavana),— we must conclude that it must be related in the shape of 
another factor (that of the Instrument). (3) The Affix can never serve 
the purpose of prompting towards the Object itself, inasmuch as the Agent 
always kuows what is desirable for him, (and it is only in the matter of the 
particular means, &c., that he needs a prompting). That is to say, it is only 
in cases where the activity of the Agent is dependent upon Scriptural In- 
junctions, that we seek for Proximity or Non-proximity (as pointing ont 
the varions elements of the Bhavani). The Object to be accomplished, 
however, in the shape of Heaven, Cattle, Offspring, Landed property, &c., 
are such as are already known as desirable, without any Scriptural In- 
structions to the effect. Hence as soon as there arises a desire to know 
what is the object of the Bhavand, we at once recognise, even before we 
come across any scriptural text, that it is a certain Object desired by the 
Agent; and all that remains to be kriown is the particular Object so 
desired ; but this particular object too is not in the shape of something to be 
accomplished, but only as the object of the particular Bhavana in question. 
Hence it is that. the element in question is supplied by Heaven, &, which, 
though at a distance from the word, is yet found to be the most capable of 
tho said relationship. As for the relationship of the denotation of the 
Root, any acceptance of this as the Object, would be accepting something 
not Kqüfred in the caso at all; and as such the vory pucency of the In- 
junction being thwarted, there would be an inevitable contradiction of the 
Hruti. (4) Further, that alone, —which has been recognised as the nomi- 
native agent nf the action of being, either in the same or another sentence, 
car lun of the veghyter of the Object (of the Bhavana); and, asa matter 
SU UE . due ease in question, the denotations of the Root, &c., are not 
cognised as having any connection with the action of being; while Heaven $ 
o., found in connection with the word ‘desiring, are actually perceived 
Lori connected with the action of being. Because the desire in the mind 
of the man is in the form May Heaven be mine, —where Heaven is dis- 
tinctly cognised as the nominative of being; and it is for this reason that 


it is accopted to supply a desideratum, something to be bronght about, 
of the Bhavana. 


The object of the Bhavana having been thus ascertained, there arises 
a desire to kno 


w its Instrument by what Meaus it is to be accomplished. 
i nd it is always tho ‘yāga, ‘Sacrifico’ (denoted by the root ‘yaji in 
ynjéta’) that is recognised as the Instrument; (1) because the action of 
tho Agont depending upon the scriptural Instruction, wo cannot but seek 


after what is pointed out by Proximity, &., as, appearing in the text ir 
62 
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question (and the root is always the most proximate to the Affix); (2) 
becanse Capability or Incapability too can nob be recognised by auy other 
means of right notion, seve the text itself; (3) beeause it is only the 


‘sacrifice, the recognition whereof as the Instrum j : : 
8 š x ent is not incompatible 
with the tenor of the Injanction; (4) because there is mo ground for reject- 
f, as the Instra- 


ing the denotation of the root (ai), that presents itsel 
ment, through its close Proximity to the Injunctive Affix ; and (5) be- 
cause, as a matter of fact, no Bhāvanā of n particular result is possible with 
out the agency of that which is denoted by a verbal root. Though the 
„Sacrifice itself is not an accomplished fact, yet, it can accomplish the 
Result, after it has itself been accomplished by means of its own particular 
Instrument. And it is a fact of nature that everything in the world is 
at oue time, zu an inaccomplished shape, and at another time, in a fally 
accomplished state. The accomplishment too (of the sacrifice) is of no parti- 
cular use, prior to the action of the Scriptural Injunction; because the 
only use that the accomplishment of the Instrument bas is at the time 
of the fulfillment of its particular result. And inasmuch as the Instru- 
mentality (of sacrifice) is actually found to be extending over all the three 
periods of time, there is nothing very incongruous in speaking of the 

accomplished ) as the Instrument (of the Bhavana), 


sacrifice (even while un 
reagons, the Instrumentality must be admitted to belong 


For these 
ice, Co. But inasmuch as the Result appears, at a time 


tp the sacrifice, &. OO a 
unt nf the performance of the sacrifice, tht nz. A 


rom -pumu 7wa Ow -p 


er remote ©. 25 
dentslity to gie latter ould not be possible, except through the interven- 
of the Ap&rvz ; it is for this reason that the words denoting 


- gotions are 6 R 
of the Satra might be this: Those ‘ Keggbazeabdas —words 


_the-denotation of 


the meaning & | ' 
denotative of actions—which ars bhāvârtha, —which serve the purpose of ac 


< peng the Bhāvanā—such tangi? f 

complishing ch as the roots ‘yaji’ and the like— 

the cognition of 205 of the Apurva. auio 
Objection : in accordance with the rule above laid down i 

« nection ria relationship of the Object and the Instrnment, 1 05 

hat the Bhavana could be signified by only such ee e 


% geom t : 
4 affixes 85 appear in connection with transilive Verbs ; A 
« factor of the object being supplied only by such pt eres oo the 
« desired (which is the definition of the Objective), no intransiti © most 
« could ever have anything to do with such an object. (2) 0 Mit bi 
Verbs would become transitive (if we admit the relationship 9 the 
“ with such objects.) (3) Or, lastly, it must be admitted that l verbs 
jgnified in the case of intransitive verbs.” at there is 


“no Bhavana 6 
This, however, does not effect our position; because the ov’sstive of 
the root, as found in the case of Transitive Verbs is 
7 


+ 


fe 
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Something entirely different from that which is referred to by the denota- 
tion of the Affix. For instance, in the case of such transitive Verbs as 
t edanam pacati’ ‘ cooks the rice,’ ‘ gramam gacchati,’ goes home,’—the objec- 
tive of the root-meaning is entirely different from that of the Bhavana. 
Though it often happens thatthe objective of the reot-meaning itself becomes 
also the objective of the Bhavana,—the meaning of the sentence being 
* pakéna odanam bhavayati,’‘ accomplishes tho rice by means of cooking; - yet 
it is often that the Bhavani, as accompanied by the root- meaning together 
With its own particular objective, hasan independent objective of its own, 
the meaning of the sentences in this case being odanapakéna gramagama- 
nëna of svartham bhawayati,’ ‘one seeks to fulfil his desired end by means 
ok the cooking of the rice, or by going to his home. Thus then, the 
Objective of the Bhavana is found to be recognised, after the root- meaning, 
only as something to be acquired (and to be accomplished); and as such. 
though it happens to be covered over by the meaning of another root (‘ Kama,’ 
desiring), yet it is always recognised as the objective of the Bhavana; and 
this peculiar relationship of the Bhavana and its objective is, in many cases, 
mentioned by the word ‘Kama’ (to desire). For instance, even in the case 
of intransitive verbs—such s the verbs ‘ Asa,’ to sit, and Cz’ to lie down,— 
We have such sentences as sukhakime äāsīta, ‘one desiring comfort should 
sit down,’ and ‘ Svasthyakamo Gayila,’ one desiring health should lie down.” 
. And though these two roots are intransitive ones, yet there ig always a 

* oi tarots’ ‘does,’ or ‘accomplishes,’ signified by the particular Affix 5 
and it is of this Tarot (transitive) that Comfort, &c., are cognised to be 
the objective. And this ‘karoti’ being always transitive, even in the 
case of the conjugational affixes appearing in connection with Intransitive 
Verbs, there is. e ys a cortain co-extensivenesa between the signification 
of the particuiae uot and that of the word ‘karoti;’ as we actually tind, 
the questions Kit-karoti, ‘what is he doing ? ’—answered by ‘asta, 
“he is sitting,’ sts, ‘he is lying down;’ and thus even in the case of 
these roots we find the Bhavana having a definite objective (though the roots 
are intransitive). As a matter of fact, even in the case of the transitive 
verb ‘yaşi, to sacrifice, though the renl object is the Deit to whom the sacri- 
fice ia offered, yet the objective of the Bhavana is something entirely 
different, in the shape of Ofspring, Heaven, Cattle, and the like. Thus 
then, in the case of Transitive, as well as in that of Intransitive Verbs, we 
have suoi : tonces as ‘Asanéna bhavaytt sukham,’ one Should seek to 
accomplis: . : pleasure by sitting down. eet 

Question: “What then would be the difference between Transitive 
and Intransitive Verbs.” , 

Reply : In a case where the root-meaning is always directly concerned. 
With & certain objective, the root is Transitive; whereas in a cuse where 
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the connection with an objective is only indirect, through the medium of 
the Bhavana, the root is Intransitive. ‘ For instance, in the case of the root 
to sit, to lie down, the objective is not always definitely cognised; and as 
such they are spoken of as Inéransitive; whereas the roots to cook, &c.; 
are always accompanied by an objective, which is directly connected with 
it, through the actions of Softening, do.; andas such these are spoken of 
as Transitive. But this does not make any difference between the two kinds 
of roots, when referring to a Bhadvund. 

The Bhavand then having its two factors—of the Objective and the 
Instrument—duly supplied, there arises a desire to learn tho process of this 
Instrumentality ; as without a certain process of action no real Instrumenta- 
lity is possible. And then, Sense- Perception, &c., not being found 
to be capable of helping the Bhavana in any way, a cognition of the 

rocess depends entirely upon the Scripture; and as such for a due cogni- 
tion of this, we must take our stand upon Proximity ’ ee. (of the Verbs 
no in the Scriptural Injunction) ; and when this is not possible, the 
occurring inted out by some other means ;—either (1)directly by scrip- 
ee 13 Paa, or (2) indirectly by the particular Implications of the 
tural f njan tion, (8) or by the Apparent Inconsistency of an entirely 
generic Injanc™’ >? ired in the 
dental help (required in the case). 
transcen being duly equipped with all its three factors, the Bhdvana bo- 

Thus, ble of being accomplished ; and as such it becomes the object 
comes caps ti And because the Bhavana is enjoined, it is on accon 
of an Injunction’ ist f this, that we have the Inj i a 

he Apparent Inconsistency o 3 i © Injunctions of 
oft (as forming the factors of the said Bhavana). And thus the 


i &e. ; 
1 7 comer duly established. 


— 


Says the Bhashya :-—“ There are certain Karmagatdins, &c.,” And 
thongh the proper words to be cited as examples were yaga,’ ‘yajana,’ &,, 
et the Bhäshyn has cited the words ‘Cyéna,’ &c., which are accomplished 
as such only through their co-extensiveness with the aforesaid words; and 
the words Gyéna,’ &., are easily recognisable as Karmagabdas, because of 
their denoting certain actions occurring after the Injunction of such instru. 
ments as those of the ‘ yaga,’ sacrifice, &e. ; and thus these are dependent 
npon something else,—it being absolutely impossible for an independent 
word to be spoken of as bhdvapabda (and as such there is nothing 
logical in the sentence ‘bhavarthah karmaçabđdāh 9. 


incongruous or tautol 
’¢ sacrifice,’ &c., by themselves, are capable of bein g 


Specially as the g. 


inforred to be bhavartha.’ 
There are certain ‘ bhiivartha ? wards that are not ¢ Karmacabdas,’ 


Aud in this connection the proper examples to cite were ‘ Lhdvayat 


\ 
1 
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kuryab) &e.; but the Bhashya cites the words ‘bhati, &c., which signify 
the action of that which is prompted; and as such they are not capable of 
being cited as instances of ‘ bhavartha,’ as explained above. And though 
ons of the words cited by the Bhashya could, by taking it in the causal 
senso, be spoken of as ‘ bha@vartha,’ yet the other two are not capable of such 
constructions; though these latter also can-have their denotation split up 
into two parts—one part being the action of the Prompter and another that 
of the Prompted ; and with reference to the latter, they can be spoken 
of as ‘bhavartha;’ and it is for this reason that the Bhashya has cited 
them. Or, it may be that, in accordance with the interpretation in the 
following Sutra, the purposo of the Bhavana may be taken as served by 
only a partial signification (only that of the action of being); and henco 
even though the words in question do not signify the whole of the Bhavana, 
yet they can be spoken of as bhavértha.’ 

Question: Why should not these (‘ bhavartha words’) be spoken 
“of as Karmagabdas, when all verb-roots are called Karmagabdas ? 

Answer: An undefined generic action (that of being) being incapable 
of being performed, such words cannot be spoken of as Karmagabdas. 
And hence it is that it is only such verbal roots, ag denote particular 
actions, that are recognised as Karmagabdas; and hence the question does 
not affect our position. 

If the words ‘ Cyéna,’ ‘Citra,’ o., (names of sacrifices) were directly 
related to the particular results (mentioned in the sentence Cyenenabhi- 
faran aj eta, &e.), then the Sacrifice itself would not have any instru- 
mental agency in the accomplishment of the results; and then the words 
“Gyéna,’ &., could not be taken as Names; because itis only because of the 
co-ordiuation of the Instrumental Sacrifice with the words t Syénéna,’ &e., 
that these latter are taken as names; and then these words would have to 
be taken as laying down materials for the sacrifices (which has been 
shown above to be absolutely untenable). It is for this reason that the 
Bhashya has said— When we have the present Adhikarana, etc., ete.’ (That 
is to say, when, according to the present Adhikarana, the Sacrifice is taken 
as the Instrument of the Bhavana, then the Cyéna’ cannot but be taken 
as 2 mere Name of the sacrifice). 

It may be asked why 


the fact of the sacrifice being the Instrument 
ol the Bhavana was not 


ascertained on the previous occasion. But the 
reason was that the particular fact has no connection with the subject- 
Matter of the former Adhyaya, which treats only cf the means of knowing 
arma. Then there is the question — why should not the fict of ‘Cyéna’ 

o., being names of sacrifices have been left to be trented of on the present 
37 Lion P But the reason of this is that this fact bas no connection with the 
arks of Diference (among Actions), which forms tho subject-matter of 
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the present Adhydya. Therefore the treatment of the two facts must be 
accepted in their present order of sequence. 

Says the Bhashya — ‘ Na caishamarthind, &c.’; and this refers to the 
word mentioning the Result; i.e., the mention of the Result has no direct 
concern with the word ‘ Citrayd@.’ 

Says the Bhdshya :— ‘ Vivibhaktikatvat;’ and this may mean — (1) 
because of the disappearance of the Oonjugational affiz that signifies the pecu- 
liar relationship ; or (2) because of the presence of the particular Declensional 
affix which signifies an accomplished entity. For these two reasons, the words 
‘ Citra,’ &., that denote certain substances, can have no connection with the 
particular results mentioned; as has been declared — The relationship 
of the means and the object always rests in the Bhavana; and hence the 
said relationship could never be accomplished without an affix denoting 
the Bhavana.’ 


Sutra (2): Objection :—“But Bhava forms the meaning of 
all words.” 

“We cannot admit of the fact of the Apūrva being expressed by the 
« Affix, or by the Root by itself directly; and as for expressing it iu- 
“ directly, this can be equally done by the Noun also. 

That is to say, if it were held that the Aparva can be expressible only 
“by that which denotes the Bhavana, or by tho root alone by itself, 
“independently of the Affix, then, the theory that it is exprossed by Noung 
“would have been untenable. As a. matter of fact, however, Just as the 
“ root, expressed by the Affix is capable of denoting the instrumentality (of 


2 he agency of the Bhavana, so algo ; 

10 directl through $ '- » 80 also ig t 

eer ok a ea ‘hate is no difference in the two theories.” i 
, 


a i : Such words, on the utterance 

tra (3): Reply 3 e where 
the 585 of the objects denoted are directly cognised, are a 
and as such these do not stand in need of anything else, on account 
of their being self-sufficient in regard to their denotation. 


10 has been already shown above that when the Apirva is expressed b 
auy one factor of the sentence, all else becomes subsidiary to it; ang y 
are now going to show the difference in the very characters of the Wa 
words themselves, 


For instance, we cannot admit of a distinct Dhar 
fested with each word of a sentence; becanse that would necessitate 

admission of many transcendental agencies; and we havo yet to =e 
that the Noun can have no direct relationship with the result oor 
sacrifice. That is to say, when the particu! ~ transcendental agency — — 


to be accomplished by any one wor- de ' -ntence, all else is very i 
y 


ma being mani 
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taken as accomplishing certain visible results and thereby becoming sub- 
sidiary to the former; and this theory appears to be the simplest under 
the circumstances, If, however, for the sake of making the latter subsi- 
diary to the former, we have got to assume other transcendental results to 
follow from these, then it would be very much simpler to hold all the 
words to be equally related to the Result; nor will this entail the trouble 
of assuming diverse relationships in the sentence. 

Now then, if the Noun be held to be directly related to the Result, 
we would have to call, to the aid of the former, the signification of the 
Root. This signification of the root, however, being self-sufficient, could 
not bring any visible help to the denotation of the Noun which is an 
accomplished entity; nor does this latter stand in any need of such visible 
help; because the denotation of the noun is recognised as a fully 
accomplished entity, at the very time of its being uttered; and because 
that of which it is said to stand in need (wiz., the Sacrifice as signified 
by the Root) is yet to be accomplished. 

e word “ prayoya” in the Sutra, means that with regard to which 
the word is used, i.e., the object denoted by it; and it is through this that 
sheet is a recognition of the accomplished form of the denotation of the 
word. 

The form of the Action is said to be perishable, only with a view to 
point to the fact of that form not having yet appeared; specially as even 
when the action has been accomplished, inasmuch as it is extremely 
transitory in its character, it always stands in need of repeated accom- 
plishmonts. 

Lebhyah parakanksha.—This may be explained (1) as that these Nouns 
do not stand in need of anything else that would serve as their primary— 
jn this cage it being necessary to supply the words ‘na vidyaté;’ or (2) 
the need for anything else is far away from these. 

“How”? Tho reply is ‘ bhitatvat’—that is to say, because of these 
peing accomplished entities; this has been added only with a view to 


show the real character of things; which serves as a reason for the view 
held by the Stra. 


Sutra (4): Such words, on whose utterance the objects 
denoted are not found to exist, are Verbs; hence it is by means of 


these that the Apurva is copniced - she object being 
dependent. gnised; because of 


It is always the denotation of the root, as contained 19 1 2 i to 
that is cognised as something to be accomplished; and when this 18 serving 
be connected directly with tho Result, the Noun must bo taken gs 

only a visible purpose. 
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That is to say, from its very character, the denotation of the Root ig 
cognised as something to be accomplished, which latter is distinctly specified 
by such roots as form parts of particular verbs. Hence when such a 
denotation of the Root is laid down as the means to a Distinct Result, in- 
asmuch as the former itself is something yet to be accomplished, it stands 
in need of an Instrument; and what the Noun does is to lay down either 
the accessories of the sacrifice (denoted by the Root), or to appear only as 
the Nume of a particular sacrifice; or do both; and thereby it becomes 

idis notation of the Root. , 
aye oe —.— hold it to appear as the Name, then, —_ 
“as the word that appears as the Noun would also be — h Je 
“ accomplished, this too would be equal in all respects to the denotation 

» 
a m so: (1) Because if the Name be held to be directly con- 
a the Result, it would only bo taken as an Accessory ; and ag 
such an accomplished entity (and this would strike at its very charnier 
of the Name). And (2) because though the denotation of the root 155 
the character of something to be accomplished, yet when it happens to i 
expressed by a Noun, it is always cognised as an accomplished entity, ex- 

i ny ordinary substance. 

an we say, 4 tho denotation of the Root is in the form of 
something to be accomplished, yet whenever it happens to ig by 
a Noun, it is always accompanied by distinct notions of Gend er an Num. 
ber, and as such a fully accomplished entity. And it is a recognised fact 
that the syntactical needs of words depend upon the particular verbal 
expression, and not upon the real state of things described ; hence it 
must be admitted that such a need belongs to the Root, and not to the 
Noun. 

“ Because of the object being dependent,” 
difference between the Noun and the Ver 
proximity to the words. In conne 
character of a particular 
requires a certain relations 
is no reason for settin 
the Noun; and this is 


—this serves to point out the 
b, as based upon the degrees of 
ction with the Buran, which has the 
activity of the person concerned—this person 
hip of the denotation of the Root; and as thero 
g aside this fact, there is no need of the me 


> ution ot 
a sufficient ground of difference, 


— ͤ PARE —ĩ· 
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[The Existence of Au, d.] 


The above discussion, as to the means of the comprehension of the 
Aptrva, has presupposed the existence of the Apirva itself; but inas- 
much as its existence is not generally accepted, the next sūtra is introduced 
with a view to establish the existence of the Apirva. 


Sutra (5): There is an A purva ; because of the Injunction. 


Inasmuch as sacrifices have been laid down for the purpose of certain 
definite results, to follow after the lapse of a long time,—such deferred 
fruition of the Action would not be possible, unless there was an inter- 
vening agency of the Apirva. That is to say, the Apparent Inconsis- 
tency of the relationship of sacrifices and such results as the attainment of 
Heaven, &c., laid down in the Veda,—points to the fact that the existence 
of the Apurva also is laid down iu the Veda itself ; and as such it is quite 
authoritative, 

Some people—notably the author of the Priti on the Sütras thinking 
themselves to be exceptionally clever, seek to disprove the Apiirva in the 
folloWing manner. And this serves as the 


PURVAPAKSHA (I) of the Adhikarana, 


“Being not amenable to eith 
«tion, the Apiirva must be admitte 
„That is to say, the: first five 1 
„and the rest—sery 


er of the first five means of right no- 
d to be amenable to the sixth Negation. 
e the pt Reans of right notion—Sense-pereeP SO" 
Irpose of iyi ‘ stain things; s 
“sequently an object which k not Tit, ee > ee but be 
i a i 0 Tio non-existent, being amenable to the sixth means of 5 5 
8 — tonga gation, And, as a matter of fact, none of the 17 
4 (4. a to be applicable to the Apūrva ; and hence, being totally r tho 
( Pur va) to the means of right notion, it is a non-entily, and as SRON ns 
“name “pees is quite proper for it. 
3 
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““(1) The Apérva is not cognised by means of Sense-perception, be- 
„cause not being of the nature of the objects of Sense, — Colour, &., — it 
cannot be cognised by means of the eye, &c. a 

“ (2) Nor is it coguisable by means of Inference; becarse it has never 
“been found to be actually concomitant with any characteristic mark 
“(that could serve as the middle term of the Inferential Syllogism); as 
“a matter of fact, no relationship—either general or particular has ever 
“been cognised, with regard to the Apirva; and we have also shown 
“above that Inference is never able to prove the mere existence of objects. 

“(3) We do not know of any word orsentence denotative of the 
“ Apirva; and hence it caunot be held to be an object of verbal cog- 
“nition. And as for its cognition being based upon the Veda, this 
“could be possible, only if it- were expressed by either a Word or a 
„Sentence. And asa matter of fact, there is no word that is directly 
expressive of the Apūrva. As for the word Apūrva itself, it only 
“expresses the true state (non-existent) of any such thing; and as 
“such denies its existence totally. And as a rule, words cannot apply to 
“ thing not cognised by any other means of cognition; as it has 
“already been shown that the Word itself is not an independent means of 
“notion. ‘And as for the Sentence, it cannot serve as the means of cogni- 
“sing the Apürva; for the simple reason that the sentence is totally 

“incapable of expressing any such thing as an Apur va because what is 
“expressed by a sentence is either the identity or difference, or some 
“sort of relationship between any two or more objects; while as 
matter of fact, there are no such objects, of which the Ap 
“be either the identity or difference or any other relationship, Though 
“for the cognition of difference among objects, the Sutra lays down 
“such means as Different Words, &c., and Direct Assertion, Co. yet 
“these also are applicable only to the differentiation ‘or usage of such 
“objects as have a natural existence of their own; and they cannot 


“serve to point out the existence of anythin and as such 
; th 
“serve as the means of y. nng; ey cannot 


— ; cognising the Apirva, And as for Indirect Im- 
“ plication (Atidega), this cannot apply to anything that has not } s 
5 ised by mea £ Dir ti y — 
P oer y ns of Direct Assertion. And further, the whole of the 
i eda treating of mero Injunctions and Prohibitions, it is ne ver found 
to point out the existence of objects ; and hence there can b 5 

“tural authority for the Aptrva, a 


“(4) That whick has never been seer 
: £ and h 
“to which has never been seen, , ence an 


fact, being never perceived, 
“only to non-entities, 
* ceived, 


& 
urva could 


nalogy, In 


be analogous 
re never per- 


ON APURVA. 499 
a “ (5) Even Apparent Inconsistency does not show that there acmally 
ae any anch thing as Apirva; because the relationship of the Sacrifice 
nae its Result is capable of other explanations. © 
8 That is to say, (a) as for the Apparent Inconsistency of something 
mally seen, this can be shown to be as irrelevant here as in the case 
=DE the proving of the existence of Dharma, That is, as a proof of the 
. oxintence of Dharma, people bring forward the fact of there being dis- 
crepancies in the conditions of different people; but this discrepancy is 
Mi aganin explicable, —being held to be due to the nature of the 
ie ne te concerned ; in the same manner, the relationship of the Sacri- 
eee with its results being otherwise explicable, it cannot point to any 
“ such thing as tke Apūrva. (b) As for the Apparent Inconsistency of 
< something that has been directly asserted, this applies only to such cases 
“ where the Inconsistency is perceptible. In the present case, however, 
ieee to deal with something that is assumed; and certainly any 
"es mg me be said to be inconsistent with something else. For 
Diba co; when it is said that the material to be offered should be cut out by 
% 8 TUVAS it is distinctly perceptible that such materials as Meat, Cake 
e an the like are incapable of being cut by it; and as the general direc- 
RG . applicablo to these lattor also, the direction is interpreted as that it 
5 8 only the cutting out of liquids, or semi-liquids, that is to be done by tle 
a pruva, And this assumed interpretation is not inconsistent with anything ; 
4 — it does not entail the rejection of something directly laid down and 
i e assumption of something not so laid down. As for the Apirva, it 
a Can never be conceived of as the means to n result ; and as such it can- 
. 1 be urged that from among various means to the Result, all others 
— eing inapplicable te the case in question, it is the Apurva alone that 
‘can be accepted as the means, by the Law of Parigésha (Alternatives). 
„And further, if the mere fact of the inapplicability of other means 
a p to serve as the sole ground for the application of the said Law of 
i ternatives, why cannot we assume the Horns of the Hare to be the 
SN ii in question ? That is to say, the mere fact of the absence of any 
; e reaso i 8 
140 e Gn Mars Mar — 3 be equally applicable fo 
“by are an y be pe be held to be something brought 
“is the directly assert "i mont oe rejects of bie e tion 
“of a thing not so as i objective of the Sacrifice, and the 1610 1 “a 
e ike d., a ger ed. And secondly, ik the Apirva be 101 1 5 
„Sacrifice -d particular Result, that would mean the i mathe 
40 assumption lich is the directly asserted means to the Result i 
of something not so declared. And there 18 ng 


about 
which 
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“ character that could be attributed to the Apiirva, Consequently, on 
“ the strength of the Scripture, it must be held that the Result follows 
„directly from the Sacrifice. 

“Tf it be asked—how can the Sacrifice, being itself immediately 
destroyed, bring about tho result P—all that we have to say, in reply, 
eis that, when such an effectiveness is mentioned in the Scriptures, why 
“should it bother your head? For certainly, what is your authority for 
“holding that the long-standing (Aparva, left by the Sacrifice) brings 
“about the Result? If it be alaw that it is only long-standing causes 
“that can bring about any effects, then why should it not be held that the 
Results are brought about by the Akdga, and such eternal things? If it be 
“ urged that, ‘ we assume the Result to be brought about by the Apirva, 
“simply because that alone is capable of 2 continuons existence other 
“than what is possible for that (Sacrifice) which is laid down as the 
„ moans ’—then, it would be far more reasonable to assume the Result 
“to follow from the Akūāça, &c.; but in this latter case, inasmuch as 
“the existence of these is universally recognised, you would have to ag. - 
«gume only their agency in the bringing about of the Result; where- 
“as in the case of the Apūrva, you have got to assume everything, 
“beginning from its very existence, without any authority whatever, 

“ff yon mean to say that, ‘the Result must be brought about by 
“gome such agency as has some degree of permanence, and 26 connected 
“with the Sacrifice (which cannot be said of Akāça, d&ec.)’,—even then, 
“ (1) it wonld be very much simpler to assume the Result to bo brought 
“about by the Soul of the Sacrificer, which is connected with the Sac- 
“rifice, and is permanent. That is to say, the Sacrifice itself being tran. 
“sitory, if the Result brought about by something connected with it 
“can be spoken of as brought about by the Sacrifice, —then certainly 
“i$ is very much simpler to assume that it is brought about by the soul 
„of the person who has performed the Sacrifice. (2) Or, the destruction 
“of the Sacrifice could bring abont the Result (all Destruction bein g per- 
„ manent); and the assumption of this agency would not require any 
« grent effort on our part, inasmuch as it is correlative to the Sacrifice which 
“is directly laid down in tho Veda. That is to say, tho Sacrifice itself 
“being transitory, what we have to admit is that the Action itself ig 
« destroyed; but on account of the truthfulness of the Scripture, its 
Result is sure to follow at some other time. And it is a rule that that which 
“ leads to the cognition of something elso is the means to this latter; and 
“jn the case in question, we find that itis the destruction of the action 
“ that gives us an idea of the occurrence of the Result at some other 
“time; and hence this Destruction must be admitted to be the means to 


“ the Result. 
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“Ti may be urged that a non-entity is never held to be an effective 
“agent. But in reply to this, we ask—where have you come across that 
“ effective agency of the Apūrva, that you accept it in the present case? 
“And when it becomes absolutely necessary to renounce the ordinarily 
8 acknowledged character of the Means, —and we come to consider whether 
. we should assume the agency of the Apūrva or that of Negation, —it 
‘cannot but strike us that the assumption of the agency of Negation 
“which is accomplished in itself, is far more reasonable than, and cannot 
“be rightly given up in favour of, that of the agency of the Apurva, 
“ which itself has got to be assumed. 

“ And further, if the words of the Veda itself could express the fact 
E of the Result following at some other time, then alone could we, on the 
ae of that, assume the intervening agency of something else. 
é . is to say, the Vedic Injunction is found to serve the purpose of 
„ Pomting ‘out the relation between a certain Action and a Result; and no 

or len is found therein of any other time; and hence from the natur- 


u í 8 

of Actions in general, we would naturally assume the result of the Ac- 

f tion enjoined to follow immediately after it; why then should we, in 
the first place, assume the result to occur a 


1 j u t some other time, and then, 
Secondly, assume the intervening agency of the Aparia P 
“ Here it may be urged that—‘at the time that the Action is per- 


“formed, the Result is not found to appear immediately after it; and we 
“are forced to the conclusion that the Result must follow at some other 
“time, and that the Apurva is the agent that intervenes between the perfor- 
“mance of the Action and the appearance of the Result.’ 
“ But this is not correct; it is only after he has ascertained the pure 
7 meaning of of the Scriptural Injunction that a person engages in the per- 
“ formance of the Action enjoined ; and after the Action has been performed, 
“he does not trouble himself with the meaning of the said Injunction. 
“ That is to say, none that is ignorant of Vedic Injunctions is entitled to 
. the performance of any Sacrifice; and hence prior to the performance 
2 ok the Sacrifice, it is absolutely necessary for the performer to have 
4 fall comprehension of all that is implied in the Injunctions, And 
oe a matter of fact, at the time of this comprehension, there is not 
the least idea of the fact of the Result of the Action not appearing at 
1 tho time of its performance. And that which, at the time of the com- 
“i Prehension of the Scriptural Injunction, has not been cognised as con- 
“ued in the Injunction—how can it be possible that it is always cog- 
sequently p 
“not a en again, inasmuch in the case of all men, we find Dien 
“to 80 15 Fearing immediately after the Action—we can attribute this 15 
S deficiency in the performer himself; aud as such there is 


41 nised sub 
t: 
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“Inconsistency in the non-appearance of the Result, that could justify 
„the assumption of the Aparva. That is to say, we actually find a certain 
“deficiency (in the performer or in the performance of the Action), which 
“supplies the necessary explanation of the fact of the Result not appearing 
“immediately after the Action is performed; and hence there can be no 
„ground for assuming an Apūrva, for the sake of the appearance of the 
“Result at some other time. Because the authority of Apparent Inconsis- 
“tency being equally applicable to both assumptions, it is more reason- 
“able by far to assume some such deficiency, even when any such be not 


“perceptible, than to assume an altogether unprecedented agency of the 
“ Apirva. 


“Nor can the Apirva be assumed with a view to the appearance of 


“ Results during future lives. Because Heaven and Hell consis, ing of only 
“ Pleasure and Pain, respectively, these two are actually experieu- ef by the 
“ person during this very life, immediately after the performance of actions. 
“That is to say, there are no Heaven and Hell either in the shape ex- 
“tremes of Pleasure and Pain, or in the shape of certain well-defined 
“localities,—so that these could not be experienced during the present life; 
specially as if these were transcendental, we could not have longing for 
“or aversion to them; and as for the ordinary pleasures . ‘pains, these 
“appear immediately after the performance of the Action; nt so there jg 
“ no difference in the case of such results, that could justify an assumption 
“of the Aparva. a 
“ Farther, in the case of Prohibitions, the declaration of the Scripture 
“is not found to bring about an Apiirva; a 
“from an infringement of the Prohibitio 
“of the Scriptures, That is to say, in 
“Brahmana should not be ki 
“that one should desist from 


ud hence any Apiirva Proceeding 
ns could not have the authority 


= y the Scripture ig 
such killing; and such desisting cannot bring 


es not stand in 
ption of an Aparva. Of the killing of the Brah 


lt is the fall into Hell 58 


; and if this Result could Po 
be produced by such kill 


y (non-Vedic) 
authority of the Veda, 


“Nor is it possible for the Apirva to | 


“the substratum of the action itself is the sacrificial Cake, and such other 


all these are destroyed with 
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“the Action; and nothing apart from such substrata of the Action could 
“serve as the substratum of the connected Apiirva. 

“The same arguments apply also to the rejection of the Subsidiary 
“ Apirvas. And further, if the Subsidiary Apurvas be held to lead to the 
“Principal Apirva at a distance, then the subsidiaries not being directly 
“related to the Principal Action, they could not serve any useful purpose. 
“That is to say, even if we assume a subsidiary Apirva, this could not be 
“of any use, unless related to the Principal Action. Nor is it possible for 
“it to fall in with either the Principal Action itself or its Apirva, because 
“of the immaterial character of these. 

“ As for the particular result that is said to accrue to the substance— 
“Corn, for instance—through its being washed ;—even this ends with 
that result; and as such not moving any further, it conld not in any 
way heip the Principal Aparva in bringing about the main Result of the 
“Principal Action. 

“If the Subsidiary Apurvas were held to inliere in the soul of the 
“‘sacrificer, then, in that case they would become included in a purpose 
“desired by the agent; and as such it would lose its character of being 
“ subsidiary to the Action. 

“And further, inasmuch as all subsidiary actions are mentioned 
ý simultaneously by a single sentence, all the subsidiary Apüruas wonld ac- 
“cord their help simultanecusly; but no such simultaneous action is pos- 
* sible unless they are related to one another ; as a matter of fact, however, 
there is no ground for any such relationship. The same argnments apply 
“to the simultaneous action of the Principal Apurvas towards the comple- 
“tion of the Result. Therefore we conclude that on account of the mere 
“ fact of its being performed, the Principal Action produces the Result in 
“the Man, and the subsidiary Actions bring about heir results in the 
Principal Action. 

Nor again is it possible for the Apurva to be either produced or mani- 
“ fested. 

“ Because it could not be produced all at once, by a number of actions 
“ that appear one after the other; and being devoid of constituent parts 
“it could not be believed to be produced in any sequential order. And 
hence it can never be said to be produced. 
n Nor can it be manifested ; because a manifestation is possible oT 
8 through some sort of an effect produced upon the sonno eee 
w objects of ‘sense, or both of these; whereas we do not find any gos ne 
yi to be produced by Sacrifice, &. That is to say, all manife ni WO 
1 brought about by means of the effect produced upon one of the A 
* said three (the sense, the object, or both); and hence in the zm 

question, it becomes necessary to assume another such effect (Sans dra). 
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“Then again, for the sake of this last, we have to assume another Sañs- 
“kära; and hence this theory cannot besnid to have any authority. If the 
“ Apitrva were perceived after the performauce of the Action, then we 
“could speak of its being manifested (because it is only that which exists 
“that can be manifested),—and that too, if there were some authoritative 
“ means of coguising its existence. As a matter of fact, however, none of 
“ these two contingencies exist. Consequently, we conclude that there is 
“no such thing as Apirca, and that the present Si/ra does not treat of 
“any such thing; hence the said interpretation of the Sutra cannot bo 
“ accepted as correct.” 


To all this, we make the following reply : 


SIDDHANTA. 


uliar kind of Apärva that you have reared up in your own 
imagination, to have a tangible body, is nothing to us, and as such a refa. 
tation of that need not trouble us at all. For the simple reason that the 
Apurva that we bold is not what you have refuted, but we mean by it a 
certain capability in the Principal Action or in the Agent, which did not 
exist prior to the performance of the action, and which is duly based upon 
the authority of the Scriptures. Before the Principal or the Subsidi- 
ary actions are performed, men are incapable of reaching Henven, and 
the Principal Sacrifices are incapable of bringing about their results. 
And it must be admitted that both these incapabilities—one in the agent 
and another in the Principal Action—are set aside by the duly performed 
Principal and Subsidiary sacrifices, which then produce a certain capability 
in them. Because unless the said capability be produced the Actions remain 
as good as unperformed. And it is this capability, in tho Agent or in the 
Principal Sacrifice, that is called, in our philosophy, the“ Apiirva.’ 

You have urged that the Aparve is not cognisable by any of the re. 
cognised means of right notion, Seuso-perception und the rest. This ig 
true; inasmuch as the only means of cognising the Apurva is the Apparent 
Inconsisteney of something mentioned in the Veda; and hence your 
argument does not quite affect our position. Spucially because we also 
hold only such Apparent Inconsistency to be the means of knowing the 
Apirva ; and inasmuch as this Apparent Inconsistency forms a part of 
Verbal Testimony, our sole authority for the Apiirva is the Scripture itself 

That is to say, there are certain Vedic passages which declaro that 
attainment of Heaven proceeds from the sacrifice, and that the subsidiary 
sacrifices, the Prayaja and tho rest, impart a help to the Principal Snerifive ; 
and on account of such passages it must be admitted that these actions, 


The pec 
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whether destroyed or not, have a certain potenty for bringing about the ; 
results mentioned in the said passages; specially as no effects can be 
Produced by an entity that is devoid of all potenoy. l ' f 
Now. then, we must admit the said potency to belong to the 
Sacrifices, after they have been performed. Because all actions being 
trausitory, it is not possible for even a single action to exert a simultaneous 
influence upon the Result; how then can this be possible in the case of 
many actions? That is to say, when the action is taken in hand, inasmuch 
as it is made up of many momentary parts, it is incapable of applying al- 
‘at once to any Result, and this becomes all the more impossible when the 
Actions—such as the Darga-Pérnamasa, etc.—àre made up of many supple- 
mentary Actions. For instance, at the time that the Darga is performed, 
there is no Pargamasa; and by the time that the Përnamāsa is performed, 
the Darga. has long ceased to exist; and so also in the case of a single 
sacrifice, at the time that thé Agnéya is performed, the Agnishomiya and 
the Upangu sacrifices do not exist; and when any one of these exist, the 
other two do not; and thus no simultaneity is possible. Consequently if 
the Darpa- Purnamòsa, or any part of it, were to be destroyed, without 
leaving behind any capability in the Agent, then they would be in the 
same position as that which they had before their performance; and as 
such any subsequent action not having any concomitance, either directly 
or through some potency left behind, with the foregoing actions, such 
Performance of the latter Principal Action would in no way differ from 
this same Action, when performed alone by: itself, without the foregoing 
subsidiaries (as at the time of the bringing abont of the final result it 
would have, in both cases, to depend solely upon itself) ; and hence there 
would not appear the Result, which is laid down as following from the 
Principal Action as accompanied by the Subsidiary Actions; because 
neither the Darga by itself, nor any other Action, has been laid down as the 
means of that Result. 
Even those who declare that the Result must always follow imme- 
diately after the Action, will have to admit that the Result should 
appear at the end of all the Actions concerned 


$ ; and consequently, accord- 
mg to them, 


Action performed last being the immediate precursor 
of the Result would be the only means to the Result, all the others having 
been long destroyed. If however all the Actions leave behind them certain 
. Capabilities, called ‘ Apurvas, then there being no use of the actual presence 

®t the Actions themselves, even when their physical forms have ceased to 
Wut, the functioning of the Result would have a simultaneity based upon 
Such capabilities; specially.as it is only auch simultaneity that is found to 
e the basis of all usage. For instance, all objects are found to act their 
Parts, in all ordinary usage, only by means of their capabilities; and hence 
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the usage can be accomplished by means of the capabilities, even if the 
physical form of the action exist at some other time and place. Even in 
the case of ordinary actions of the world, when the Results of such actions 
are found to appear at some other time, the said capability must exist; but 
this capability is not called Aparva.’ That is to say, even in the ordinary 
world there are many such Actions as, Farming, Eating butter, and Study 
&c., the Results of which are found to appear at some future time; and 
inasmuch as these actions themselves cannot continue to exist till the 
appearance of the result, we must admit the Result to be brought about 
by certain poteucies left behind them, which continue to exist all along. 
But inasmuch as these actions do not appertain to the Veda, these capabi- 
Jities are not called Apirvas.’ 

Thus then, before the action is performed, at the very time that the 
Vedic Injunction of the Action has been heard, we at once recognise the 
Result therein mentioned to be capable of being brought about by the 
due performance of many Subsidiary and Principal Actions; and having a 
firm faith in the veracity of the Veda, we at once come to the conclusion that 
all the various Subsidiary and Principal Actions must continue to have 
some sort of an existence, up to the time of the actual appearance of the 
Result ; and inasmuch as we find the physical forma of these actions to 
be destroyed as soon as they are performed, we conclude that they can 
have no existence, except in the shape of some sort of a capability left 
behind. 

Tt has been urged that the assumption of the Apiirva entails the rejec- 
tion of that which is directly mentioned in the Veda, and the assumption of 


se; because as a matter 
ght about by the Sacri- 
or (2) the Result itself may be said 
ter the action, in the shape of a cer. 


(1) Tf the Result were brought i l 
. nected with the Sacrifice, then tho amd Mee ne 5 
a matter of fact, however, that which is brought about b ibe sens a 
bebind in the Agent by the Sacrifice, is bronght out b the S 1 85 
itself; specially as all Causes in the world, in the brin in ae t ee 
5 1 See p need of certain intermed 5 „ 
conversely, all effects, in the shape of the ar! 
their canses, as Milk, &c., do 5 all at 1 ur in che dite from 
(of the curd); in fact, in the interval (between the mil 
developed.curd) the milk undergoes, at every step, 
vations, In the same manner, a result, like Hea 


ve ; 
- dntervéning modifications, in the shape of the Ap n, undergoes several 


frva, which is in the 


ON APURVA. ` 507 


shape of a sprout (that would blossom forth into the fully-developed 
Heaven), And hence, in the appearance of this sprout-like Apiérva, the 
Heaven itself becomes produced; and in this case, all the time that inter- 
venes between the determination to perform the sacrifice and the experi- 
encing of the last iota of the Result, is counted asthe Present. It has also 
been declared elsewhere: When one says one should cook the food by 
means of fuel, the action of burning is understood; and as soon as the 
sprout has sprung up, it is taken for granted that the tree has grown.’ 

It has been urged above that before the Action has been actually 
performed, there can be no idea of any such thing as the Apirea. But 
this is not true ; -because all Means, either Vedic or of the ordinary world, 
are known to be transitory; and then unless there is some idea of the 
permauence of some sort of a potency left behind by the Means, how could 
such a Means be enjoined in the Veda? That is to say, unless we actually 
recognise the fact that the potency left behind by the Means, which itself is 
past and gone, subsists till the final accomplishment of the Result,—there 
is no possibility of a transitory Action being enjoined; and hence it is 
proved that the idea of the possibility of such a potency exists before the 
Action is performed. i l pe 

Nor can the Result be said to be brought about by the souls of the 
persons that have performed the sacrifice; because, in accordance with your 

theory, there is no difference made in the soul, either by the performance 
or the non-performance of the sacrifice. If the sacrifice were to dis- 
appear without leaving any trace behind, then, being as good as not per- 
formed, what would be the difference between the soul of- the person that 
has performed the sacrifice and that of one who has not performed it ? 
Because the character of the soul exists equally in both ; and the character 
of the sacrifice too belongs equally to that which is performed and has 
disappeared, and to that which is not performed. And as for the character 
of the performer (of the sacrifice), it does not persist in the soul of the 
person who is at some other time devoid of the action, and occupies an 
altogether different position. Nor can it be urged that the potency of the 
Performer subsists; because the sacrifice being performed even before the 
appearance of this potency (which appears only after the action has been 
Performed), it cannot be said to be any such canse of the Action as func- 
tions by its very presence. And further, if the Man (his soul) Were N 
means of the Result, —then the means of all Results, pleasant and as well as ` 
Unpleasant, being one and the same, all the Results would always. be of one 
and the same kind. And again, the character of having performed at de 
Wonld inhere equally in one who has. performed many 5 the 
who has Performed only ‘one; and then there would be no differe 1 
results aceruing to these two persons. And this argument wou 


. 
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against all those that perform many sacrifices ;' specially because the verb 
not signifying the performing agent, how could it be coguised that such 
and such a person has the character of having performed many sacrifices. 
For one who accepts the production of Apiirva, there is a distinct Aparva 
for each action performed, and as such there would be no incongruity in 
the multiplicity and multifariousness of Results. l 
And further, among the subsidiaries also, if the soul of the performer 
alone were the sole means to the end, then inasmuch as the traces left by 


the subsidiaries, as performed along with one Principal Sacrifice, would 


subsist in the soul of the performer at all times, there would be no per- 
formance of the same subsidiaries, along with another sacrifica (in which 
two they are laid down as to be performed separately). That is to 88y, 


according to your theory, all the subsidiary sacrifices, the Praydju and the 


rest, being transient, there could be no proximity of the Result with the 


— 


physical forms of these, and consequently, the help that the subsidiaries 


would accord to the Principal, must be done by the Performer; and this 


help of the Principal too, in the absence of an Aptirva, must accord its help 


to the soul of the Performer himself; thus then, one who has performed the 
subsidiary Praydja, &., in connection with the Principal Sacrifice, would 
remain ever-endued with the aid accorded by these subsidiaries ; and 
hence—without performing these along with another sacrifice, which is 
laid down as to be performed exactly in the same way as the former Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice,—he would attain its Result all the same; and 80 there 
could be no performance over again of these subsidiaries ; and in that case 
there could be no room for such injunctions as that—‘ during the Praydjas 
one should offer the kyrshnala (a material laid down as the substitute of 
the ordinary materials offered at the sacrifice in connection with one Prin- 


. cipal Sacrifice). It might be urged that—“ the times of the performance 


of the two sets of sacrifices being different, the one performance of the 
subsidiaries conld not obviate the necessity of performing them over 
again.) But the reply to this will be given ander the Sutra Arthasydvi- 


krtatvat’ where it will be shown that the aid accorded by the performance 


of the subsidiaries being held to be in the shape of the soul of the Per- 
former, this aid would remain exactly the same, whether the object aided 


be near at hand or at a distance; and that thus it would make no differ- 


ence, even if the Principal Sacrifice to be performed were not quite proxi- 
mate to the subsidiaries. 
The above objections apply also to the theory that the Result pro- 


ceeds from the Destruction of the Action, Because one who holds the. 


Result to follow from such Destruction could have no difference among the 
Destructions of good and evil actions, or between those of one or many 
_ actions, or among various kinds of negation itself—viz. : Prior Negation, 


> 
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Posterior Negation, &.; because all of these equally are non-entities ; and 
as auch there could be no diversity or multifariousness of results. For 
instance, one who has been cured of one disease, as well as one who has 
been cured of many, —in the case of both of these men, the fact of being 
cured is just the same. ; . 

If the Destruction of each particular action be-held to be distinct, then 
it becomes an entity; and as we know of no such entity, it is ouly the 
entity in the shape of the Apūrva that would be called by the name of 
Destruction.“ a 5 

And further, the Results are not mentioned as following from the 
Destruction of Actions ; and specially as this Destruction is nothing more 
than the contradictory of the sacrifice, a result that would follow from it 
could not be said to follow from the sacrifice, That is to say, all that the 
Veda says is that— one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices,’ aud not 
that he should procure a negation of sacrifices. And honce, the sentence 
being actually found to rest upon the causal relationship between two 
entities, if one were to assume it to deal with such relationship between 
_ non-entities, he would be striking at the ver 


l y authority of the Veda itself. 
Because that which proceeds from the Destraction of the Action cannot be 


said to be (causally) connected with the Action itself; because of the two 
(Action and its Destruction) being contradictory to one another ; for 
instance, the burning caused by the heat of fire cannot be said to be con- 
nected with cold. Or, it may be that, just as when the Result is laid down 
ag folowing from the sacrifice, you assumed it to follow from its destruction, 
so in the same manner though the result laid down is Heaven, yet it may be 
assumed to be the Nega urged that the said 
objection applies equally to the Apiirva theory also. But then, it is not 
#0 because it is only a capability brought about by the Action and as such, 
1 quite different from it. As we ha ve already aces that that 
8 brought ab ürva i orifice 
itself, ang that in oo Pa ita ps REA 
produced. : 

Even in 
causal action 
attribute the 
We perceive 


ordinary experience we never find any negation to havea 
eren if any such May be shown, there too, we can always 
effect to some other entity. In the case in question, however, 
n 5 other active entity save the Apirva, =. 
has never ike urged above that in ordinary experience the Apūrva toi 
becansd in all Perceived to have a causal action. But this is not correct ; 
Potency or „ find the causal efficiency belonging to some sort of a 
articular Pability in general; and the Apirva is nothing more than a 
P sort o otency, i . 


Another mat ee 
wer argument that has been brought forward is that“ the 


the Apurva, the result itself is 
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Injunction does not speak of any Result following at any other time; and 
the only theory that is in keeping with the scriptaral Injanction is that the 
Result follows immediately after the action has been performed; and 
hence it is only such immediate sequence of the result that cın be said to 
be enjoined ;” but in refutation of this we have already brought forward 
the fact that the Actions being many and all transitory, no immediate 


sequence to the Action is ever possible. 


As for Heaven and Hell also, these represent the very extremest degrees 


of Plessure and Pain respectively; and as such are capable of being 
experienced only at some other place and time, and could never be 
. experienced immediately after the performance of actions,—as we shall 


show in the beginning of the Sixth Adhyaya. 
Even such ordinary worldly results—as children, &¢.—having the 


nature of appearing gradually, do not appear immediately after the per- 
formance of the action; and people do not ever think of obtaining the 
Result immediately after the action. As for such results as the acquisition of 
landed property in a village, such acquisition by itself does not constitute 
all the Result, which lies chiefly in the use to which the property is 
brought; and this takes some time, and could not be fulfilled without 
certain intervening causes. Inasmuch as such objects as landed pro- 
perty, &., have their full fruition in the use to which they are brought, 
which requires a certain amount of time, such fruition would be impossible 
immediately after the Action; hence in the course of this time, whenever 
the activity of the cause would cease, the Result wonld be finished and 
done with all at once; consequently it is absolutely necessary that there 
should be some sort of a causal agency subsisting tillthe accomplishment of 
` the last iota of the Result. 

And this fact being duly ascertained before the performance of. the 
Action, it cannot be rightly urged that the Apparent Inconsistency of t“ 
fruition of the Result would be equally explicable on the ground of certain 
deficiencies iw tle character of the Performer, detected after the per- 
formance of the sacrifice has been found to be not immediately followed by 
the Result. 

It has been urged that there is no scriptural Aptrva in the case of Pro- 
hibitions. But just as in the case a Scriptural Injanction, an Apirva fol- 
lowa from the Act enjoined, so, in the same manner, in the case of Prohi- 
bitions, an Apũrra must follow from that which is prohibited. That 3 
say, just as it is only certain ordinary objects of the world—such as 
certain materials, &c.—that becoming Vedic, after the particular Injune- 
tion of the Veda has been laid down which connects them with a depuile 
result, are found to bring about certain transcendental Apūrtas, only 
amenable to the Veda ;—in the same manner, though such prohibited 
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actions as the killing of a Brahmana, are not ordinarily recognised as 
leading to a fall into Hell, yet when the particular prohibition (of such 
killing) has been met with, it natarally leads to the assumption of its 
bringing about an Apiirva capable of leading the person into Hell; and 
this Apirva too is as Vedic in its character as the former Apurvas. N 
Even though the Apurva is devoid of any such apparent actions as 
motion and the like, yet by a mere connection with the performer, it 
becomes capable of such actions as leading him to other places, &.; and 
as such the absenco of any apparent activity cannot be urged against it 
with any effect. And it ig the soul of the performer himself that serves 
as the substrate of the Apiirva; hence the said action also rests in this 
soul itself; as we have already shown, under the chapter on Soul,“ that 
of all Actions the active agent is the Soul. That is to say, it has been 
shown that of all such actions as the cutting out of the Cake, and offering 
it, &u., it is the Soul that is the active agent, through its specific action 
of determination, &c. And thus we conclude that as the said actions go 
on disappearing, one after the other, they leave behind them, in the Soul 
certain potencies capable of bringing about the experience Heaven, &c, 
It may be asked How can the potency of thet which has been 
destroyed subsist ?’ But to this we make the following reply: If the 
potencies of actions were held to lie within themselves, then on the destruc- 
tion of these, they could not subsist ; but when they inhere in the soul of 


e Performer, there is no reason why they should not subsist. 
dest von: «u . 8 : : 
another Pp» But how can the potency of one thing inhere in 
Answer : 


(1) There is no absolute difference between the Action and 
Saul of t 


he Performer. (2) And as R matter of fact, when looking 
95 Potency, inasmuch as its assumption rests upon its effecis, we mnst 
1170 ee i accept it to lie in a substrate where it might be of the greatest 
ao this substrate the Action itself or something else. That is to say, 
p Sten. find that a destruction of the Action makes entirely useless any 
to baie inheres in that Action,—and that it is absolutely necessary: 
substrat ate such a potency,—then, just ag its peculiar form, so its 
i ® too, must be assumed to be such as would make it of the 
g' eategt use, 
become, fius it ia that the subsidiary Apūrvas, resting in the Soal, 
inherin ated to the Principal Apūrvas, through the fact of both of Te 
mpligh he same Soul; and hence, when proceeding to help 5 
= eee of the Result), they do it from a distance, on 0 
direct fan eft no Place in the substrate (by the Principal Apéroas) for any 
It has 1 (of the subsidiary Apireas). ee eas 98 
Len urged above that, if the Aird in ere in tte Son}, the: 


the 


for 
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becomes only an end in itself desirable by men. But this does not affect our 
position ; because one thing becomes subservient to another, only when its 
sole use lies in the serving of some purpose of this latter, and not merely 
when it rests in this; for instance, though the Red Dye is carried by the 
camel (and as such rests upon its back), yetit serves the purposes of the 
king (for whom it is carried). Nor can it be urged that there can be no 
relationship of the container and the contained in the case of an immaterial 
thing (like the Apirva). Because such relationship is as feasible as the 
presence of Pleasure, &c., in the Soul (which is immaterial). 

As for the effects produced in the corns by the action of washing, &., 
this subsists till the action of the cutting of the cake into two parts ex- 
tend over the whole series of such actions as the setting aside up of the 
several conditions of the corn—as the Rice, &c.; and inasmuch as the- 
Principal Action also inheres, to a certain degree, in the corn, the afore- 
said effect rests aside, only after it has helped in the accomplishment 
of the Principal Apūrva. And it is for these reasons that, like the actions 
that help from a distance, the actions of washing, &c., are not accepted as 
helping in the fulfilment of the Principal Action, as a whole. 

And just as the connection between the Subsidiary and the Principal 
Apérvas rests upon the fact of their inhering in the same Soul, so also the 
same may be said with regard to the connection among the subsidiary 
Apiirvas themselves on the one hand, and among the Principal Apurras 


on the other. And thus it is that the simultaneous activity of all these 


becomes possible. 
Question: “How is it that the Principal Apurras, appearing as 


“they do one after another, are helped all at once, by the subsidiary 
“ Aparvas, which also appear one after the other, some before and some 
“ after the Principal Apiirvas ? ” 

To this some people make the following reply: 
Action lying among the Subsidiaries, brings about its Apurva, by means 
of the Apürvas left by. the subsidiaries gone before it, as also by those 
coming after it,—these latter also having been already moved into 
activity, by the force of the fixed procedure of the Action as a whole. But 
being, like the Ae and she Farhi offerings, common to many, the said 
subsidiary Aparvas do not become fully utilised in helping in the fulfil- 
ment of a single Principal Apirva. i 5 l 

Question: “But e — help be given by those Ar. enthat 
are themselves yet to come P x el 

Bs, Thio sg e on account of the relationship being 
known to be absolutely certain; just as when the action of eating is close 
at hand, the cups, &c., ave washed beforehand. Nes ; 

Question: If it be such that while the subsidiary Apūrv 2° > yet 


The Principal: 


ON APŪRVA. me 513 


to come, the Principal A pù rds are acomplished, then in that case, there | 
“would be no néed of. actually performing the subsidiary ‘sacrifices (as 
“ their purposes will have been fulfilled prior to their performance)“ A 
Reply: But wherefore should they not be performed, when the : 
matter is such that though the Principal Apurva is accomplished by the 
Prospective help of the Apurvas of the subsidiary Actions to be performed; 
yet it does not bear its final fruit, until these actions. have been actually 
performed p? , 1 8 
Others, however, offer the following reply to tlie above question * 
ach subsidiary Action brings about its own Apiirva independently of all 
other subsidiaries ; similarly the Principal Action also—f.i., the Agnéya— 
brings about its own peculiar Apirva, by the mere help of certain dld- 
standing Apiirvas, inhering in the soul of the performer, independently of 
the Apürras of all its own subsidiaries—which it has not yet been 
equipped. with,—and independently alao of any other Principal Action, 
which has not yet appeared. Thus, then, in the case of the Darpa-Purna- 
mäsa sacrifice, taken as a whole, when the Apirvas of the Darça together 
with all its subsidiary Apūrvas have been accomplished, then what the 
Apirvas of all the subsidiaries (of the Durga-Pirpamisa) do is to bring 
all at once to the Principal Sacrifice, a help, in the shape of an Apirva, 
which ®ppertains equally to all the correlated Subsidiaries and Principals, 
and which ig assumed on the strength of the Injunctive passage implying 
such simultaneit „specially as after the final feeding of the Brahmanas 
in Connection with the Dergn has been finished, the very same actions are 
Not laid down as to be performed over again. And then through that the 
various Principal Apiirvas also joining together bring about another 
Aptroa, in the shape of the capability of bringing about a single joint 
esult, —and thereby become fully accomplished. And this joint Apūrva 


“ontinues unmolested till the last iota of the final Result has “been 


Question: u When asa matter of fact the Result is found to appear 


“nece © proper time, without any impediments, then, is it absolutely 
Ssary to assume an Apūrva? ” À l 9 
Api Reply * Certainly ; because it has been shown above that without an 
Purva the fr uition of the complete Result is not possible. -> 
u itself! T How is it that each subsidiary Apiirva does not, by 
„ Principal Apirva, and each of the Principal Apūrvas 
- g indepeiluently by itself, fructify into the final Result? ue 
Case in y: rue; but this does not affect our position ; because in the 
tion of 1 nostion all that Apparent Inconsistency justifies is the assump- 
can post. rie? Apnrva and then for the fulfilment of this Aparea, we 
Ate a number of other Apurods. That is to say, inasmuch as 


a 


8 does not 
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with regard to the main Result all the Principal Actions are mentioned 
simultaneously, and so are also the Subsidiary Actions with regard to the 
Principal ones,—all the necessary requirements of the said relationships 
being fulfilled by the assumption of a single Apirva, we conclude that 
there is no authority for assuming any other Apurva. And then it is that 
finding that it is impossible for this Apürva to be brought about, all at 
once, by means of a number of actions that are performed one after the 
other, we come to assume the existence of an Apirva for each of these 
Actions. And it is a rulc, in all cases, that a large number of unseen 
agencies may always be assumed, when all of them are justified by some 
authority ; while even the hundredth part of an unseen agency should not 


be assumed, if there is no authority for it. 
Here, ‘some people urge the following objection: If the subsidiary 
“ Apūrvas brought forth on the day of the Paurnamdst subsist till the day 


“of the: Amavasya, then all the purposes of the person being fulfilled on 


“ both occasions, he would not perform the subsidiary sacrifices over: 


“again (for the Darga); and in that case he would directly infringe 
the Vedic declaration that there are thirteen libations at the Darga 
„ sacrifice.” 

To this, some people make the following reply: There would always 
be a repetition of the subsidiaries ; because the Darga and the Paurnamasa 
sacrifices, each with all its accessories, being performed at different times, 
the admixture of these two should necessarily be helped by all the subsi- 
diaries performed twice over. Or, we can offer the following explana- 
tion: The Instrumental case-ending in the word ‘dargapaurnamdsibhyam ° 
distinctly sgnifies the fact that it is only when the Paurpamast is 
equipped with all its subsidiaries that it can, with the help of the fully- 
equipped Darga, accomplish its purpose; and consequently, in accordance 


with the aforesaid reasoning, we conclude that the three Principal Apiirvas - 


of the Paurramasi, aided by its subsidiary Apūrvas, brings forth one 
Aparva and ends there; while the one Apirva thus brought about, pre- 
ceded by such another Apūrva of the Darça, brings forth another final 
Apurra. Thus then, the subsidiaries performed in connection with the 
Paurnamasit having disappeared (after having helped in the bringing 
about of the Apiirve proper of the Paurnamési), there can be no reason for 
neglecting the performance of those subsidiaries in connection with the 
Darga. And thus there is nothing objectionable in the said repetition 

The same course of reasoning might be adopted in 1509 the objec- 
tions with regard to the impossibility of the Aparyg bein aithor 9 8 
duced or manifested. It has also been declared that: “ Justas in a frequent 
repetition of the Veda, the impression made upon the mind is always 
gradual, being as if is, in the form of the various parts of the sentences, 
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{one by one); so also would be the case with the appearance of the 
Apirva,” Nor is it an absolute rule that there can be no parts of an 
immaterial object. Because the aforesaid Apparent Inconsistency would 
also justify the conclusion that the immaterial Apiirva is cognised in the 
form of extremely minute parts. Even though, the production of an 
absolute non-entity being impossible, the Apiirva be held to have an 
eternal existence and only to be manifested (by the sacrifice),—yet 
inasmuch as it is held to be brought about by sacrifices, distinctly for each 
Person, we must accept its manifestation to be in the form of turning the 
Person towards the accomplishment of the Result,—such manifestation 
being entirely different from any functioning of words, &. And asa 
matter of fact the manifestation of things is not always in one and the 
same form ; consequently the manifestation of the Apërva would be in the 
Shape of its being brought out of the soul wherein it has all along been 
lying latent, Or, it may be that by its very uature, the Soul of man 
is ever capable of obtaining all things ; and such acquisition being barred 
by certain impediments, it is these latter that ate removed by means of 
Sacrifices (and in this removal of the obstacle lies the manifestation of the 
Apiirva). Sig Paige i : 

Thus then, we conclude that the Apūrva does exist; and the Sutra too 
Caunot be taken in any other sense, that would be of any use in the 
present context; and hence we take the meaning of the Sätra to be that : 
the Injunction of the Action is the Injunction (authority) of the Apūrva. 


[Says the Bhashya—lIf it be urged that on the authority. of- the men- 
tion of the Result we could hold that the Action (sacrifice) itself has not been 
entirely destroyed’} The view here ‘tentatively brought foward emanates 
from one who finds the assumption of the Apurva to be utterly groundless, 
Sad hence profers the comparatively reasonable theory of the non-destruc- 
tion of the Action, aor Bnet age We . 
sh J. [In reply to this theory, the Bhashya says—we do not perceive any 
He of the Action ; and against this it is urged that! “This assertion 
* 38 not quite correct; because Action has been distinctly mentioned ae 

Perceptible by the Senses, under Sutra; Rüpaçabdāvibhāgäcca [ l P J. 
8 II. Again [the Bhashya has said—That which carries its substrate to 
1 Other place is known as an Action; and against this it is urged that] 
y the Subject-matter df the discourse is Sacrifice, which is not of the 
“ 5 1 Of Motion; and yet the Bhashya cites a definition that apple 
ae H y to such actions as are of the nature of Motion; aud this cannot bu 

rejected. as irrelevant,” m l ; 
° the ubove, we make the following replies: 


, i is 
What ia meant by the assertion that ne shape Of AOE 
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perceived is that we are not coguisant of any such form of Actions as would 
enable them to function at a future time; aud as for the impermanent 
forms of Actions that are perceived, these can be of no use in the bringing 
about of the final Result. That is to say, though a shape of the Action is 
l perceived, yet, inasmuch as this does not continue for any length of 
time, it can be of no use in the bringing about of the Result; and as such 
it is as good as “ not perceived ” and is spoken of as such. i ' 
II. Though the subject treated of is the Sacrifice, yet the Bhashy® 
has cited an instance of an Action of the nature of Motion, because, even 
in the Sacrifice, we have such actions in the shape of the -throwing of the 
materials (into the fire). That is to say, the mere determination to offer, 
on the part of the Agent does not accomplish the Result, because the 
Result is laid down as following from the Action takeu as a complete 
whole, as made up of all its accessories ind appurtenances of procedure ; 
and, as a matter of fact, we find that in the body of the Sacrifices, there 
are such actions as the cutting up of the Cake, the throwing into the fire 
of the Material, the holding and collecting of the various utensils, &c.; 
and inasmuch as all these actions consist of Conjunctions and Disjunc- 
tions, if they have to last for any length of time, they must have substrates 
of their own. And it is such a substrate that we do not find; nor is any 
manifested outward shape perceived. As for the actious of Determina- 
tion also, inasmuch as one Determination is always.shrouded over by 
another Determination, even this caunot have any lasting existence. 
As for this-continuance too, this could be only either as inhering (A) 
Soul, or (B) in the materials offered. l 
As for the Soul, no motion. can inhere in it; because being 
omnipresent, there is no place from which it would be away, or to which 
jt would go; and honce it can have no motion. As for the question—how 
1 be omnipresent ?—the only reply is that it is so, because wo 


can the Sou 
e its functioning everywhere, That is to say, the notion of ‘I’ 


in the 
[4]. 


perceiv : i 
(which is all the notion that we have of the Soul) always points to the 
xistence of the Soul, which is of the nature of pure Canarios 5 nnal 


mere e 8 : 8 è : M N „ 
s not in any way qualify it with any specifications oi th the 


‘and doe i 
‘Consequently, that the existence whereof+is not specifiva- “oy 


Place. . 

time and place, being held to be eternal and omuipresent,—the Soul can. 
not but be accepted as omnipresent. Thus then we fine aii athe expres- 
sion ‘the perception of its functioning everywhere 14 - fits to this 
anspecifie d idea of ‘I.’ Or it may be taken as referring to the experi- 
encing of Pleasure, Pain, Go.; becanse wherover the Soul goes, it is never 
without an experienc ee 1 ou 895 have already shown under the 
section on Atma nqma p ers 1 lokavartika) that these experiences 
n do not belong to the Body. ence if the Sonl were n ot omnipresent, then 


th 


*** 


— ä ͤ—k4ͤ0 
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there would be an experiencing of pleasure, &o., only in such cases 
where the Body would be in contact with a Place occupied by the Soul. 

The upholder of the theory that the Soul is wholly encased within 
the Body, urges the following: The perception of its functioning every- 
“where is a sure sign of the Soul-having come from one place to another; and 

Jas such firstly, the reason chat you bring forward in support of its 
“ominpresence proves to be contrary to your conclusion. That ia to say, 
“if the fanctioning of the Soul were actually perceived at all places, at 
‘one and the same time, then alone could such perception point to its 
“‘omnipresence ; as. a matter of fact, however, the, said functioning is 
“ perceived in different places one after the other ; and as such the nature 
* of the Soul comes to be similar to that of the Body. That is to say, if 
“ we could ever perceive a functioning of the Soul, apart from the Body,— _ 
or if we could find the pleasure, &c., of one Soul appearing in another 
“body,—then. alone could we accept the Soul to be omnipresent. As itis 
tt however, the functioning of the Soul is found only in that Body which 

_ “it occupies; and as such wherever this Body goea, there, one after the 
“‘ouher, we come across the said experiences; and hence these function- 
“ings of the Soul together with the Body becomes (in its extensi 

40 : ; sion) 

exactly like those of the Body itself, Otherwise the Body -would also 
be held to be omnipresent,- Thus then movement from one place to 
. “ another, being found in the soul also, it comes to be as 

“mobile as the Body itself. Secondly, the argument broug 
““may be discarded as leading to an uncertainty i 

prove two contradictory conclusions. For instanc 
that the Soul is mixed up with the Body, because 

“with it; and because, it is only in such and such 

“of the Soul is perceived.” 

It is in reply to these objections that the Bhäshya has 
is nothing incongruous in denying such mobility of the Soul. ` 


n, the aforesaid objection-passage, some People read ‘na zu tads va, 
.; and in ihat case, we can take this pagesy> as denying the argu- 
ment that could be brought. forward. b the oponent, —namely, that the 
Perception of its function! a- Where ‘vould point to the Soul’s 
tie cae place. 4p the Ger; and then the next sentence gives the 
for this donisttor of J : 1 
Objection’... vw can the fact of there being nothing incogruons in 

“denying the movement of the Soul . any reply to the above arguments? 
„Because the mere absence of incongruity cannot establish any theory; 
„specially as such absence of incongruity is equally applicable to the con- 
“trary theory ; as it is equally open to ths en n A a SP herea 
nothing incongruous in admitting of the motion of- the Soul. 


said: There. 


moving 
grounds 
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_ To this, we make the following reply: The absence of incongruity 
being found to be applicable to both theories, the assertion of the 
‘Bbashya, that “there is nothing incongurous, &.,” clearly shows that it 
means that there is an incongruity in the contrary theory. That is to say, 
the sense of the reply is that if we deny the motion of the Soul, there 
jg nothing incongruous, while if we accept its motion, there are many 
incongruities. : 

We proceed to show these incongruities. (1) The Soul being itself 
immaterial, it can never be mixed up with material elements; and 
heing untouched by these elements, it cannot be taken from one place 
-to another, That is to say, even in the case of extremely subtile 
particles of matter,—sach as. the light emanating from the Sun or the 
Moon,—we find that they are not mixed up with grosser materials, 
ike lumps of Earth, Go., or are carried about along with these; how then 
= ch mixture or movement be postulated with regard to the Soul, 
5 on is in its very nature purely immaterial, or a mere series of 
12 5 (as held by the Bauddha) ? Though the Jucna declares that “ the 
Souls in the state of bondage being never found apart from the Body, 
they can be held to be material, —yet such an assertion wonld involve 

a vicious circle ;—namely that the fact of the Soul being material would 
depend upon the fact of its being mixed up with the Body, while this 
latter fact would depend upon the material nature of the Soul. Con- 

sequently, drawing our conclusion from the case of the liberated Souls, we 
enn declare that in its very nature, the Soul is immaterial; and as such it 
can have no materiality, based upon the fact of its contact with a 
material body. Thus then, the Soul being something different from the 
Body, and not in material contact with it,—it cannot, on account of this 
absence of contact, be carried along with it; and hence when the Body . 
would be moving from one place to another, the Soul (if an entity limited 
in space) would be left behind, exactly like the portion of space vacated by 
the moving Body; specially as the Soul cannot he wafted along either by 
Air or by Earth, Go. uvand as such it is absolutely incapable of being 
carried about, either by itsa:’ou-uyuanything else. As for such objects 
as Flame and the like, inasmuch as these ars thygible, they are capable of 
being carried about by air-currents, or along wth lighted torches, &., 
and as such these can move from place to place. “m the other hand, if the 
Body were to move about by itself, it would be inanimate; when, however, 
the Soul is omnipresent, wherever the Body goes, it is always endowed 
with the Soul; and hence it is only right that the Body should always be 
followed by intelligence. Exactly as, when one point of space has been 
Facated by the Body, another point of space is at once afforded to it; and 
this is possible, only on account of the omnipresent character of space. 
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(2) And further, in case the Soul be denied to be omnipresent, While 
occupying the Body, the Soul could be either extremely small as an atoni, 
or of the size of the Body; but none of these is possible. And we have 
already shown (in the Tarkapāda—Çlokavārtika) that the Soul is not a mere 
series of Ideas. And the Soul being eternal, aud located within the Body, — 
if it were extremely small, then it could not extend over the whole Body; 
and in that case, it would be absolutely impossible for ng to have any 
experiences of pleasure or pain, throughont the Body. That is to say, if 

the Soul is extremely small, then it wonld be possible to have experiences 
of pleasure and pain of only that part of the Body, where the Soul would be 
located; and hence it would not be possible, at one and the same time, to 
have an experience of pain in the head and in the foot. If it be urged 
that, “ being extremely mobile, the Soul would swiftly move from one part 
of the Body to the other, and would thereby make such varied experiences 
possible,“ —then, all that we can say is that there are no grounds for 
believing in such mobility of the Soul; specially ag we are not cognisant 
of any difference in the point of time of the pain in the head and that in the 
foot; and further, if the Soul would be constantly moving, there would be 
no point of time at which we could afford to have any sensation, and 
hence there would be no sensation in any part of the Body. Consequently 
We cannot but reject the offered explanation, And again, the various limbs 
of the Body are strengthened, and do not wither away, simply because of 
their being pervaded over by the Soul; because at death we find that they: 
wither away quickly. Hence, if the Soul were something very small, 
that point of the Body, wherefrom it would be absent, would be liable 
to instant decay. 

On the other hand, if the Sonl were to be assumed to be of the exact 
size of the Body, as held by the Jaina, then too it would be necessary 
to mnke many gratuitous assumptions, anne 

For instance, we would have to make the following assumptions:— 
(1) that the Soul has many parts; (2) that these parts are innumerable; - 
(3) that without any other agency, there isa conglomeration of these parts ; 
(4) that even though partite, the Soul is eternal; (5) that the Soul is 
Capable of the very extremes of expansion and contraction; (6) that the 
Soul has a motion from one body to another, on death; (7) that there is a 

point of time inter veßz 4g between its departure from one body and the 
Occupation of another, und (8) that there is some cause for such motion 
of the Soul. i A ey e GRh ; 
All the above assumptions—the existence of the Soul’s parte, ka — 
are such as are not at all amenable to Sense - perosption, Go.; and as auch: 
they Could at best be only the creations of one's imagination, co.; and as auoh 


°y should be rejected, in the same mauner as we have rejected (under 
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the chapter on Words) the assumption of parts of words. Then again, 
when the Soul is only as large as the Body, we can never assume ite 
parts to be innumerable or endless; and in the absence of any fluidity in 
these parts, it is not possible for them to conglomerate together in onè 
compact whole = and unless they conglomerate thus, they can have no power 
of bringing into existence a single living being. And further (even 
if such conglomerations were possible), all Conjunction always ending in 
Disjunction, the living Soul would be, exactly like a jar, amenable to occa- 
sional destruction. And when one part of the part has been cut off, there 
is no ground for assuming that the particles of the Soul, that were con- 
tained in that limb, escape from it when severed from the Body, and spread 
themselves over the rest of the Body. And as for the temporary mobility 
perceived in the ‘severed limb, this is due to the momentum imparted 
by the severing stroke to the air enclosed within it, and not tothe presence 
in it of any Soul-particles. Because in that case, there could be no- 
and for believing in any expansion or contraction of these particles. 
As for the light emanating from the lamp, its expansion or contraction 
is held to be possible, because we actually perceive such contraction and 
expansion. Though in reality, there is no contraction of the light of the 
lamp; because even when the lamp is covered up by an opaque vessel, 
all the light outside ‘the cover is destroyed ; because the flame is cap- 
able of emitting a circle of light ropnd itself, only when it is uncovered, 
and not when it is covered up. The same arguments hold respecting 
the expansion of such lights; the fact being that the apparent expansion 
of light is due to the appearance of new particles of light, added to one 
another, and not to the expansion of the former particles themselves, It 
is only in the case of such things as are tangible (and solid) that one 
cannot-take the place occupied by another; and hence, when a number 
of such things appear, they form a- gradually expanding series, which gives 
an idea of expansion. The particles of Soul however are immaterial; and 
as such there being nothing impossible in all of them occupying the same 
point in space, they would ever remnia in the condition of an atom (how- 
soever much their number might increase). How too, is it possible for 
the particles of the same Soul to expand or contract within the limits of 
the Body of an elephant or an insect (which the ©: -* inhabits during 
different lives on the Earth)? And further, thi’ _., , sould necessitate: 
many such groundless assumptions—as that at death the Soul-particles 
move into an intermediate body,—that such an intervening body exists, 
that though existing this body is not perceived, on account of certain 
obstacles (in the way of such perception)—and that this intervening body, 
throws the Soul into the next body born into the world (after some time) 
Por these reasons we must accapt the Soul to be omnipresent. 
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As for the declaration in the Upanishads that the Sont is of the bins 
‘Of u grain of corn, &c., &¢.,— it is only meant to show the extreme subtility 
‘of the Soul, which has been elsewhere declared to be omnipresent, Aa 
for the assertion in the Mahabharata (Vana-parva Adh; 296—16763) that 
“ Yame extracted the thumb-sized man from the body,“ —this is only a flight - 
‘of poetry, meant to show up the clear practices of the Death-god, forming; 
as it does, a part of the eulogy bestowed upon the woman wholly devoted. 
to her husband; and this passage is to be taken as in Arthavdda, exactly — 
like that which speaks of Prajapati having cut out his own fat. Aud we 
actually find the same Vyiisa speaking, in many places in the Bhagavadgits, 
of the omnipresent character of the Soul. l 

Objection: “If the Soul be omnipresent, a single Soul would belong 
to all bodies. yt 

Reply: It is not so; because we actually find the bodies to be many, 
and each body to be endowed with distinct experiences of its own. If it 
Were not so, all purposes of the world being fulfilled by a single body, 
there would be no use of a number of bodies. Nor can it urged that for 
the same Soul, the existence of many bodies could -be held to be as usefal, 
as different bodies during different lives; becanse in this latter case, 
another body is brought into existence for the sole purpose of. enabling 
the Soul to experience the particular pleasure, pain, &c., consequent 
upon his deeds in the previous life; while if a single Soul occupied all the 
bodies in the world, at one and the same time, each individual being 
would be experiencing the pleasure, &c., of all the beings in the world; 
and, as the one Soul would always carry on the funotions of seeing, &o., 
by means of the organs present in any one body, there would be uo likeli- 
hood of any persous being bliud or deaf, &.; nor could there be any. 
difference in the actions laid down in the Veda, for men of different castes ; 
because the same Soul inhabiting all bodies, the same person would be- 

long to all castes. 

None of these absurdities appear, if Souls are held to be many; and 
even though all these Souls are omnipresent, there would be nothing 
incongruous in their simultaneous existence; inasmuch as being imma- 
terial, none of them would stand in the way of another. And it is on 
account of this indivisibility of souls, and also on account of all Souls being 
of the nature ive him Qonscionsness, that the Upanishads speak of all 

mls as one. ‘inthe · 55 ae 
Question: “How is it that, the Souls being many (and omnipresent), 
4 ad all of them being related to all bodies, the pleasure or pain of one 

eing is not experienced by another p“ , i 4 
the 0 this question, some people make the following reply: Even when 


oul is held to be nothing more than the Body, just as the pleasure, &., 
66 
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oflthe Soul encased in the body of the child in the womb are not expe- 
rienced by the mother,—so, the same would be the case with the case in 
question. That is to say, even one who holds the Soul to be of the same 
size as the Body, would be open to the above objection; inasmuch as 
the Soul of the mother inhabits the same body that is also inhabited by 
the Soul of the child in her womb, the pleasure, &c., of the child would be 
experienced by the mother. And the explanation that would be brought 
forward in this case would also apply to the case in question. 

The above reply might hold good, if some reasons were brought for- 
ward; as it is, however, the mere fact of the amenability of the contrary 
theory to the same objection, cannot be counted as a reason in support 
of one’s own theory; because a third party could effectively bring forward 
the said objection against both of these theorists. And further, the Soul 
being a modification of the organ of touch, and the position of the Soul in 
the space within the Body not being accepted as that of something apart 
from it, there is no contact of the Soul of the mother with the child’s 
body; and as such the said objection would not apply in this case. 

For these reasons, the above question should be answered in the 
following manner: The absurdity urged in the question would apply to 
our theory, only if mere spatial contact were held to be the sole ground 
of the experiencing of pleasure, &c.; as a matter of fact, however, we have 
an experience of only such pleasures, &c., as are capable of being experienced ; 
and as such there is no room for the said absurdity. That is to say, if, 
zu the Soul's experieneing of pleasure, &c., the sole cause were held to be the 
aoe co-existence in space, then we would be open to the said objection ; 
= a matter of fact, however, as in the case of the eye, &c., so iu the case 
in question also, the cause of experience is held to lie in the capability of 
the Soul- Consequently just as even though the colour of an object is existeut 
jn space with its touch, yet it is not perceived by the sense of Touch,—so 

jn the case in question also, one Soul does not experience the pleasure and 

in brought about by the Dharma or Adharma of another Soul. Thus 
then, the relationship between the experiencer and the experienced being 
that of ownership,—as explained under the chapter on Atma—our theory 
is not open to the said objection. 

Thus then, the Soul being omnipresent, it must be admitted that it 

can have no mobility (and as such the Actions cannot inhere in it). 


[B] Nor could the Action inhere in the materials (such as the pieces 
of the Cake)—because, says the Bhashya, such materials are always destroy- 
od, Nor can this destruction be denied ; because we actually find that 
the cake that has been offered into the fire has become transformed into 
ashes. Nor can it be urged that at that time there are certain obstacles 
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in the perception of the materials, in their own forms; for the simple 
reason that there are no such obstacles. Even if such obstacles were 
assumed on account of the apparent inconsistency of the non-percep- 
tion,—then too, we would have to assume many more groundless and 
absurd imperceptible things than the single Apurva. For instance, we 
would have to assume—(1) the continuation of the material in its un- 
destroyed form; (2) that it is not perceived (even though existing); (3) 
the existence of obstacles to such perception; (4) that there are obstacles 
to the perception of the obstacles, and so on and on ad infinitum; (5) the 
continuation of the action which is momentary ; and (6) the reason for 
the non-perception of this action. And certainly an assumption of the 
Apiirva would be a very much simpler process than this, 


These would be the arguments against the assumption of the continua- 
tion of the Action, independent of any substrate. 

If however it be held that the action is contained in the Soul itself, 
bringing about certain definite conjunctions and disjunctions,—this also 
would involve the contradiction of a directly perceptible fact, and the as- 
suthption of one not perceptible. 

And hence we conclude that it is by far the most reasonable process 
to assume the agency of the Apiirva. 


The purpose served by the main Adhikarana may be thus summed up: 

(1) If the Result were directly connected with the material, &., the 
mention of the particular materials too would, like the Action itsclf, have 
transcendental results; which would make it absolutely impossible for any 
other material being substituted for the principal material (in case some- 
thing happened to it in course of the action), In case, however, the 
Result is directly related to the Action, the use of the material is a visible 
one, lying in the mere accomplishment of the Action; and as such its 
Place could very well be taken by a substitute, which is known to be 
capable of serving the same visible purpose. Thus then, if the principal 
material of the sacrifice becomes Spoilt, the following would be what our 
©pponent will have to do, in order to save himself from the sin proceeding 
from the non-completion of a sacrifice that has been begun: He will have 
to finish the action by any material that he could obtain; and it would 
not be necessary for him to try to obtain a material similar to the original 
material; because (in the case of atranscendental result) the result would 
not follow even from a similar material (as it would also be other thau the 
one which is laid down as leading to the particular result) iene as for 
the Action, all other materials (similar or dissimilar to the origina!) being 
equally ""prescribed, it would be equally <o>- pleted by means of e 
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Nor can these materials be spoken of as substitutes of the 
because they are not similar to it, and because they 
because the original material was 
f a particular transcendental 


these materials. 

orginal material ; 
serve an entirely different purpose ; 
being employed towards the fulfilment o 
result, while the material now taken up is used either with a view to ward 
off the sin accruing from the non-completioa of the sacrifice, or to 


complete an action which is being performed for the sake of a minor 


result. 
(2) Another use of this Adhikarana lies in connection with the ascer- 
Names of Sacrifices ; and we have already explained this 


taining of the 
Adh. I, Pada IV). 


under Namadhéya’ ( 


aud lat 


ADHIKARANA (3). 
[ Division of Actions into Primary and Subsidiary. 


Sutra (6): Actions are of two kinds—the Primary and the 
Subsidiary. 


It would seem from the above that there is always an Apūrva in 
connection with each distinct Verb ; consequently the Author now proceeds 


to differentiate the Subsidiary from the Primary Actions (which latter 
alone are followed by an Apūrva). 


But on this point we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


„All verbs having the common character of a verb, inasmuch as the 
“potency of the objective, proceeding from the object to be accomplished, 
“is always brought about by fully accomplished objects, the actions de- 
“noted by all verbs are equally Primary. That is to say, so long as a 
“ definite purpose can be assumed, it is only right that every action, being 
expressed by a verb, should be accepted as serving a distinctly useful 
“ purpose, and as such, being Primary, and the means of bringing about 

va, Consequently, like the verb yajati’ (offers a sacrifice), the 
“meaning of the verbs (avahanti), and the like also have so many distinctly 
` >= seag served by the Corn, &. hat is to say, just as the sacrific- 
‘lished by the materials offered; so is the threshing accom- 
_ b vuo corn that is threshed, And as such the threshing must 

uring about an Aparva.” i 

To the above, we make the following reply :— 
y ior him 


the SIDDHANTA. 


In the matter of the relationship subsisting between the Noun and 
the Ver 


b, that action alone of which we do not perceive auy distinct purpose, 
135 be accepted as leading to a transcendental result; which cannot be in 
case of any other action; and such a supposition would be absolutely 
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groundless, Thatis to say, in all cases where a certain Action is related 
to acertain material, inasmuch as no Action can be accomplished without 
a certain material, the Material, being in the first instance found to bring 
about the Action, is at once taken as serving the distinctly visible purpose 
of accomplishing the Action. Subsequently, however, in certain cases, 
the Action turns upon itself, and imparts an aid to the material itself (as 
in the case of Threshing which serves to purify the corn); while in 
the Action rests within itself, its sole purpose lying in its 
own fulfilment (as in the case of sacrificing). And in this latter case, 
there naturally arises iu us à desire to know what the use of the Action 
would be; and as no visible purpose is found to be served, we can always 
assume a transcendental one (in the shape of the Apurva). In that case, how- 

found to have its sole purpose in the fulfilment 


ever, where the Action is s 
uch as the preparation of Rice for instance, we 


of a visible purpose—s 
can have no business to assume any transcendental purpose; and the 
Injunction of the Action having been justified by a visible purpose, the 


Action is not recognised as bringing about any transcendental result. 


other cases, 


ADHIKARANA (4). 


[The Definition of Primary Action.] 
_ Sutra (T): Those that do not seek to make a material, are 
Primary Actions ; because the material is a secondary factor. 
Those actions which do not seek to make up, or prepare, a material 
either in its material from, or in that of a certain property of it,—such 
actions, for instance, as the Prayajas—these being the principal factors, 


With regard to their appurtenances,—they serve the purpose of bringing 
about transcendental results. 


te 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[The Definition of Subsidiary Actions.) 


Sutra (8): Those that are meantto make a material are re. 
cognised as Subsidiary ; because with regard to these, the material 


ig the dominant factor. 


‘Those Actions, however, that either produce a material, e.g., the Fire 
by the Laying, or accomplish or prepare it, e.y., the preparing of the Priest 
by appointment, or purify it, e.g, the purifying of the corn by the threshing, 
or the preparing of the rice by grinding—are all Subsidiary ones; because 
they are always subservient to the preparation of the material. 

Objection: “ When, as a matter of fact, we find that, whethe 
„ Action be one that leads to transcendental results, or one that brings 
“about only visible ones, it is performed equally well, what is the use of 
“ differentiating them into the Primary and the Subsidiary ? ” 

Reply: Without the aforesaid differentiation, we would h 
following anomalies: In accordance with the theory of the Parvapaksha 
(of Adhi. 4), even where the material to be offered is the rice of the 
Prigungu, the threshing, which would be necessary for the preparation of 
the Priyaagu, would come to be applied to the Vrihi corn; becouse 
according to that theory the threshing also is a Primary Action; and as su~ 
the material mentioned along with it (viz; the Vrihi) could not set aside 
the Subsidiary material; just ns in the case of the Butter in connection with 
the Prayajas; md consequently the threshing could not be removed from 
the Vrihi. Whereas in accordance with the Siddhanta, the Subsidiar 
materials would be set aside; because the material that is of 9e 

Primary Action, is affected by the prepar i 
piian corn to be used at the — e nisi ‘a 10 
all the processess of threshing, washing, &c. Ran 
e . ; 
7 S as h 7 with the Pūrvapaksha theory, if the 
p y g were applied to the Vrīhi, it would serve no useful 


6s e * . 
purpose in connection with the main sacrifice in hand; and hence iu a 
“ oase where the material to be offered is the Priyañgu rice, the threshing 


r the 


ave the 
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“could not be applied to the Friht corn, which is not taken up by the 
“ Principal Action.” 

Reply: It is not so; because according to the Purvapaksha, the 
relationship of the Vrihi, as mentioned in the Scriptural Injunction, with 
the Sacrifice and the Threshing, is equal; nor do we find, in the Print, 
any such mark of uselessness, as is found in the case of the Vajina. 
That is to say, we have two equally authoritative Injunctions—(1) “ One 
should offer the Frtht corn in sacrifice, ” and (2) “ One threshes the Vrihi 
corn; ” and we do not perceive any reason for making any such distinction, 
as that this action (offering) is useful, while that other (threshing) is 
useless; nor js the threshing such an action as can be accomplished in the 
wake of another action, as we find in the case of the Vajina, which is the 
water of the milk left behind after the curdled masses have been 
removed; nor is it one whose requirements are all fulfilled by an agency 
Whose chief function lies elsewhere,—as we find in the case of the 
Padakarma (rites in connection with the seventh footstep of the Cow 
given in exchange for the Soma), where the requirements are all fulfilled by 
the one-year-old Cow given as the price of the Soma, aud no new cow has 
to be got; nor has the threshing the character of a part of a material, as we 
find in the case of the Uttarrardha (second half of the Cake); nor lastly 
has the threshing the character of the action of indicating any other 
purpose,——as we find in the case of the covering up of the chaffs by the 
cup in which the Cake is to be cooked; consequently the action of 
threshing cannot but be regarded as useful. Nor, according to this 
theory, is it absolutely necessary that the Vrihi corn should be threshed 
for the Purposes of a sacrifice; because the serving of some useful 
purpose is equally present in an ordinary action of the word also. Nor, 
in the present instance, is there any authority for taking up the original 
action; because the Context does not serve to make any such distinction. 
‘SOF could a differentiation be made on the ground of the fact of that 
— alone being entitled to the threshing who is entitled to the pers 
under — 1 Parpa-P urnamdsa because of the reasons DP ; 
action, thas IX—i—19. When the threshing is taken as a . aS 

ihotea f my in that case, no purification being needed for the 0 i 
CEANN 1 8 ordinary worldly purposes, the original action (of the sacrifice 
the aha ` a difficulty, be got at, by means of the Specification, in 
the ieee a the Capability of bringing about the Apirva, And in 355 e 
the pur ae be also accepted as a Primary Action, and as such . ik g 
there maaa OF the sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally), 3 
by the ordi e no uselessness attaching to it, even if it zR potae 
Scriptural Sirei Vrīhi corn; and as such, on the strength o 7 ie 
a Njunction, it would be equally right to take up any 
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corn. Specially because in that case the Threshing would be a pure 
Dharma; and.as such it would have to be done but once,—exactly like 
the threshing of the Sarvaushadhi (a mixture of certain medicinal herbs, 
&c.),— and not to be continued until the preparation of the Rice; and 
as for the Vrihis to be employed in the Rice to be offered at the sacrifice, 
these could be done into rice even by the other processes—such as that of 
tearing the husks, &c. (the prescribed threshing being an independent 
Dharma by itself, and having nothing to do with the subordinate purpose 
of the preparation of the Rice). And on account of the peenliarties of 
the context, the threshing would also come to form part of such sacrifices 
as the Sānnāyya and the Upangu, &c., as also in the various modifications 
of these (becanse it would have only a transcendental effect, and as such 
there would be nothing incongruots in its employment in all these 


actions). 
And it is with a view to these anomalies that the above distinction 


has to be made. 


ADHIKARANA (6).. 


[The character of the Primary does not belong to such actions as the cleaning 
of the Sruva, Ko.] 


Sutra (9): “In the case of all Dharmas, every Action would 
“ be the Primary, because of the non-fulfilment (of anything visible) 
exactly as in the case of the Pryaja.” 


The Bhashya has cited the cleanings of the Sruk, the Paridhi, the 
Agni and the Purodaga,—because each of these is differently related to the 
Principal Action. Tho sense of the Adhikarana is that even when the 
aid imparted by a substance to the Primary Actions is from a distance,— 
inasmuch as it is connected with a certain Action, the Substance cannot 
attain the position of the Primary. | f 

But, on the strength of the aforesaid definition of Primary Actions 
(in Sutra 7), we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


„ < The action that is accomplished by the substance itself is not found 
a to impart any aid to the Action; and consequently such actions as 
Cleaning, &c., cannot but be regarded as Primary Actions.” 


SIDDHANTA., 


Sutra (10): But on account of the similarity of declaration, 
e would be similar to Others (Subsidiary Actions). 


SA The differentia of the Subsidiary action is not that it shoald 8 
be a substance ;—because it is distinctly shown in AS ‘imparting 
f erviency or subsidiary character does not consist in tion. being 
& certain aid to the Primary, but in the fact of a Conte Pe 45 ae 
for the Sake of another; and we shall show later on that this 25 iss ji 

of subserviency is based upon the authority of Direct EIS Mi 
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and it does not depend upon the imparting of any perceptible aid (to 
the Primary). 

Question: Why then should the Sütra have brought forward the 
e fact of the action seeking to make a material ? ” 

Reply: The actions of threshing, &c., have been cited only with a 
view to show that there is no Apirva in the case of those Actions, which 
have been proved to have the character of the Césha (i. e., being for the 
sake of other Actions) and which are found to serve distinctly visible 
purposes. That is to say, in a case where the Subsidiary character 
depends upon the fact of the action seeking to make a substance, we 
should not recognise any distinct Apũrva. 

The Parvapakshi, however, runs away with the idea that this is the sole 
definition of the Subsidiary Action ; and hence uot finding it applicable to 
such actions as the said Cleaning, &c., he has concluded that these are 
Primary Actions. 

But the sense of the Siddhania is that it is only when the fact of one 
Actiou being for the sake of another has been ascertained by meansof 
Direct Assertion, &c., that we can find it actually serving a visible purpose, 
or—in the absence of any such visible purpose—we can assume a transcen- 
dental result to follow from it. Thus then, the fact of the action of 
threshing, &., being subservient to another Action, having been indicated 
by the Accusative case-ending (in; Vrihin”) by means of its signification 
of the predominance of the material, denoting, as it does, that which. is 
the most desired (to be accomplished),—the action of threshing is 
found to serve visible purpose; and thus it has all ita requirements 


fulfilled. Though such is not the case with the aforesaid Cleaning, &., 
7 b 


which, for this very reason, are held to serve transcendental purposes 

yet that does not in any way deprive them of the character of Césha, or 

gubserviency, which has been previously ascertained by means of Direct 
Assertion, &c. i 

ay e E 

Sutra (11): Objection: “But there is an injunc: "| =5 ' 

material”—if this be urged, — X 


ghee a 
The opponent urges: “Though, by negative and posits . tied 


“tance, the subservient character (Çëshatva) is found to dspbn. ' i also 
“ aid imparted,—yet the character of the Accusative case-enditj 0 Wen 
„that it can never be concomitant with Predominance . rest 
“ character. l „ A 
“That is to say, only that is accepted as the Proper means of right 
“notion, which is universal in its application ; in the matter of Predomi- 
“nance, however, the Accusative ending has a doubtful application ; 


eult 


— — Ü—ü— 


—ů 


— ͤ —-„— 
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because it is found along with even such materials, as are distinctly 
“laid down as subsidiaries—e.g., the ending in Saktin’ in the sentence 
“* Sakitin juhoti ;’ and similarly we find the Predominance of the Ajya, 
“eyen when it is not accompained by the Accusative ending—e.g., iu the 
“sentence ‘praydjapéshéna j yena havinshyabhigha@rayats.’? Consequently 
% conclude that in the case of the sentence ‘ Vrihinavahanti,’ though 
“ both characters are possible, yet, we conclude that the material ( Vrihi) 
“has the primary character, because of the fact of its imparting a 
“distinct aid, and because of the Accusative ending. We find no such 
“ aid, in the case of the actions of Cleaning, &c.; therefore in the case of 
“these also (i.e. in the sentence Sruvam sammérshti’), the Accusative 
“ending must be taken as only laying down the material (and having 
“ nothing to do with its predominance).” 


Sutra (12): Then the Reply is: It is not so; because it (the 
Action) is for the sake of that (material); just as in ordinary life; 
specially as that (Action) is subservient. 


Let the question of usage rest awhile; becanse tho usage of words 
being mere usaye is always set aside by tho moro authoritative Smpe¢ 
(Rules of Grammar); because the mauner of exprossing one’s thoughts 
ia multifarious; while tho Rule is ever one and definite. 

That is to say, if the usage were always of one uniform kind, then 
there would be no necessity of collecting and preserving the Smrti Rules. 
As it is, however, usage is so confused that it cau hardly bo found in 
a definite form; and hence it in that right usago in preserved by moans 
of Smrli Rulos. And thone Rules distincily lay down that the Accusa- 
tive ending denotes predominance i—Vide banini'n Saétras II- iii—2 and 
J-—~iv—49 ; and it is in accordance with these rales that we have such 
+ % ghatam karoti’ (in ordinary parlance) and ‘ Vrihinacahkanté* 
3.2. f $ 3 ajag: ? 5 ` 
iue BhAshys next proceeds to cito such inntancos mot with in 
woitk mee, as appear. to ho agningt tho said rules : (1) ‘ Tandulan 
in whe* aca," (2) ‘ Valvajiin gikhandakan kuru, (3) t Tauduldinddaya 

Tur in all theso cases it scoms clear thut the nocunnti von in . tandulän id 
says uf svujän A have boon used in tho pluco of tho Instrumentala 
1 el and ‘valvajath’; and as such in theso censon tho Accusative 


oe + but have the sonse of the Instrumental (which lattor 
2 Y 


indi bservience). ee 
ee naed to explain those apparent auomalies. In all matters 


relating to cooking, the Rice, &., havo a twofold form (tho Primary and 
the Subsidiary) ; and itis in consideration of the Primary form that we havo - 


always 
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the Accusative ending (in ‘tandtlan,’ &c.). That is to say, when the 

Rice is spoken of as the means of accomplishing something else, in the 

shape of the cooked rice, or the straw as that of bringing about something 

else in tie shape of the bundle,—then alone are these to be used with the 
Instrumental ending; when, however, (1) the Rice is spoken of as itself 
being modified into the form of the cooked rice, in order to be capable 
of being eaten,—(2) or the straw itself being changed into the bundle, 
with a view to keep it soft,—or (3) after the rice has been found to be 
laid down in the Veda as an accessory in the Aguihotra sacrifice, when it 
so happens that the wife of the sacrificer has prepared some exceptionally 
fine rice, then, either with a view to show off her own excellent work, or 
with a view to the special result (strength) that is said to follow if the 
Rice is offered at the sacrifice, she addressing the sacrificer might say, 
Sir, make an offering of rice to-day ’,—in all these cases the words come 
to take the Accusative ending. And it is a well-known fact, that in 
inary parlance people always seek to speak of the same thing in many 
ways. And it often happens that even that which is admittedly the 
subordinate element is often spoken of as the predominant factor, and 
vice versa ; at times it is spoken of as both, and at times as neither the 
one nor the other. Nor is there any authority for holding that the idea that 
is desired to be conveyed must be accepted as directly expressed by the 
words used. Because for the purpose of meeting the wishes of the speaker 
we have at our command such indirect means of expression, as Indication 
and the like; and hence no abandoning of the original meanings of words 
Consequently we conclude that the Accusative really ex- 


ord 


is j ustifiable. 


i ly. l 
resses predominance ODY- | , 
j Question: “ How is it then that in the sentence Saktin juhoti, 


“the Accusative is fourd to denote subservience ? ” 

_ Reply: In that case also, the Accusative by itself expresses predomi- 
nance only; but this being found to be incompatible with the rest of the 
sentence, we accept it to indicate its correlative, subserviency. That ig 
to say, by its own natural potency, the accusative always expresses 
the objective, in the character of the predominant; but this natural 
meaning is found, in the seutence in question, to be incompatible witk 
something more authoritative; and as such it cannot be admitted 
then, finding that the character of the ‘Karaka’ or case-relatiop is alao 
indicated by the Accusative, as its invariable concomitant we a j et thi 
indi l f ; ccey’ this 
jndicated meaning of the Accusative, as not incompatible with the rest 
of the sentence; which thus comes to mean that the Saktu has 10 16 
to do with the accomplishment of the Homa. But such generic agency not 
being of much use, we naturally seek for a Specific function of the Saktu; 
and thus come to the conclusion that it must he taken as the Disa, 
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specially in accordance »ith the law that khat 5 a Doa complished 
entity is laid down for e that which is ye omplished ’ 

in Sütra VI—i—1. „ 

es Pa. a But in what way 2 you 1 predominauce of the 
u g ible with the rest of the sentence; i l 

i that substance is held to be an S purification 
preparation, which bas already been utilised or is to Sj utilised . 
the Saktu, it is never going to he used (after the Homa) ; nor has i 
been utilised before. That is to say, that substance which ig found 
been utilised in some way, or which is to be utilised at some futu 
is capable of any process of purification ; and as such it attaing a 
nance with reference to the Action. And when the substance co 
such as has never been ntilised, not is going to be utilised, any Purification 
of that would be absolutely useless; and hence any injanction of such, 
preparation would be wholly purposeless. The Saktn in question is such 
that it is never used before the Homa, nor can it be used after it, having 
heen turned into ashes ; specially as there is no Injunction as to any such 
ashes of Saktu being used. Under the circumstance, the only alternatives 


that we have are—(I) that the whole sentence is absolately useless, op 
(2) that the Accusative is to be taken in its indirect sense. 


; ånd the 
authority of the Veda having been an established fact, there can be no 
hesitation in accepting the second alternative. It n à common fact that 
the direct meaning of a word is always set aside as mistaken, whenever 
it is faced by such exceptional circumstances (of incompatibility), And 
the acceptance of the indirect meaning of a wo 5 „ to the 
Necessity of avoiding the uselessness of the unk i erwise if there 
Were no such uselessness, it would be always possible to pia a the original 
direct signification of the word. It is for these Bye that we uccopt the 
sentence in question to be an Injunction of = Homa with the Suki as the 
Necessary materinl.— such an Injunction being in keeping with the Contoxt 
7 "the Bhashre puts the question: “ Tho Suku being mentioned in the 
“context, it would naturally follow that it is of some distinct une in the 
“sacrifice.” And the sense of this is that the Sakéu offered in the Jloma 
Would be distinctly useful, inasmuch as it helps the Jyotishtomu sacrifice, 
in whose context the said sentence occurs, : 

The Siddhanti (in the Bhashya) makes a dodge, and rotorts— Who 
says it is not so?’—his meaning being 5 the snid usefulness be- 
longs to the Saktu as the material T a „„ cases, wo 
fi : batances, there is no other use save the accomplish. 

eae te ate d with the sentence (in which the name of 
ment of the Action connecte Fave na conection with tha 0 
that substance occurs); because they hav 


or 

b ever 
to have 
re time, 
Predomi- 
ncerned is 
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of the action. That is to say, the Homa, being of the nature of an 
Action, stands in need of something to be accomplished by it; and consequently 
along with the principal procedure, it is taken as forming the process of 
action helping in the snid accomplishment. This, however, cannot be said 
of the Substance. Nor can the Substance alone justify the assamption of 
anything transcendental; because all transcendental results are brought 
about by Actions alone. 

Even in a case where a subst 
particular result, —e.9., in the Injunction 
milking vessel for one who desires cattle, - no Apι, would be possible, 
except through the agency of some other Ae ion, though having a different 
end. Under the circumstances, how can any such assertion be made with 
reference to the Saktu. which is vot fonnd to be enjoined with regard to 
any particular result ? f ; 

Nor is there any authority for making such an assumption. As for 
the Accusative in Saktin,’ this cannot serve as an authority for any such 
assumption; because what the Accusative does is to directly express the 

redominance of the Saku; aud as such it would point to the fact of the 
1 oma being for the sake of the Saktx, and uot to that of a certain Apërra 
m the Saktu. Thus then. through the help of the Accusative 


ing fro 
tolov onld be for the sake of the Saktu. 
Homa be pervaded over by the Saktu? Because it 


wwe any other purpose, —no such other use being meutioned. 
n, it is only when the Huma has been performed that the Saktu 
‘ ed to the Homa; aud hence before the purpose has been 

pecome * Accusative has had its end; hence even in the case of the 
ger ved, Jakt" the Accusative becomes justified, in consideration of its 
inan Aud tuus the meaning of the sentence having been 

prod n ist ed, the Saktn could not be of any subsequent use, either to the 
scomP or to the Sncrifice ; and having recognised this fact, we could either 
Perso transcendental result, on the strength of the sentence in question 
nese ot the notion A predominance (as expressed by the Acc nsative) to 
ai neeption. : 3 ind hence the only reasonablo course left is to take 
ben a gcusative in its indirect sense of the Instrumental). It is in con- 
. tion of these facts that the Bhashya has said—the sentence cannot 
sit 7% any assumption of the transcendental (Apirva). It is far more 
J ple to reject the notion of predominance (expressed by the 
86 ti vo); and hence we cannot but accept the indication of the 
Ac at jental. It is in consideration of this fact that the author of the 
Ent pashy® has declared: ‘The Accusative. is used in place of the 


ance itself is laid down as leading to & 
‘one should sacrifice with the 
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‘Thus then, we find that there is a diversity between the Homa and 
the aforesaid Cleaning. Because the Saktu having no other purpose to 
Serve, it is taken to be for the sake of the Homa; while such substances 
as the Oake and the like, inasmuch as they are subservient to something 
else, are capable of such purificatory actions as their being airoled 
round by fire, ` 

When the true meaning of the scripture has been got at, it is only 
when we donot find any visible use, that we assume a transcendental result, 
And even in ordinary life, we find certain purificatory rites being kept ap 
by usage with the sole purpose of something trauscendental ; for instance, 
when a man returns from a journey, fire, salt, &., are moved round his 
head, with a view to the pacifying of all evil influences impending over 
him. Nor can the fact of such rites bringing about something trangcen. 
dental be denied; because the performance of these is based upon the 
authority of well-established usage. 

Thus then, we find that even those that lead to something trans- 
cendental have a subordinate character, because of the uniformity of 
assertion, : 9 ae aon : 

Objection: “ Such being the case, in all cases the predominance of the 
substance would depend upon the fact of its serving a useful Purpose: 
“and hence it is not right to say—‘ on account of the uniform: ; 
assertion, Or else, it should be shown how, independent] 
useful purposes served, predominance is denoted solely by the 4 
„tive or, how the subordinate character is denoted solely by the 
Inst ” 

ety: As for an instance of predominance a solely by the 
patishthata,’ where the indirect implication of the name Aindrz? shows 
that the mantra in question is addressed to Todta; and then on 
of its being mentioned along with the ‘ garhapatya.’ If this garkap 
taken only as the means of worshipping Indra, then the Accusative endin 
in it would be absolutely out of place ; and hence it is only on the strength 
of the Aconsative ending that we. admit the Garhapatya to be the pre- 
dominant factor in the sentence. Similarly, as for an instance of the sub. 
servient character being expressed solely by the Instrumenta], we 


have it in the case of the sentence Sũbtavdbena Prastaram? where 
yet on 


atya’ be 


though both the Jüktaväka and the prastara aro equally usefu), 
account of the Instramental ending, the former is taken as subservient 15 


the latter : b S 
; redominance or subserviene bei 
. Thus then, the comparative pre all that uselessness 435 eng 


i ives oes is to 
expressed by the case-endings themselves, 1 aa the 
form an . to the former general rule; au usefulness or 
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uselessness of any object can never be taken as the sole ground of differen- 
tiating the said predominance or subservience. 


The purposes of the present Adhikarana that are enumerated in the 
Bhashya are not quite acceptible (in the way therein put forward) for 
the following reasons: 

(1) In the sentence ‘ Gamimayyah scrucah’ the fact of being made of 
Cami wood has been laid down with reference to all Sruks. But according 
to the Parvapaksha, as also according to the Siddhanta, that qualification 
is recognised as applying to the Primary as also to the subsidiary sacri- 
fices, As for the Priyañgu corn, the original Injunction distinctly lays it 
down as for the sole purpose of the Primary sacrifice ; and as such it is 
only proper that itis not employed in the subsidiaries. As for the qualifi- 
cation of being made up of Cami wood, on the other hand, it has been laid 
down simply with reference to the Sruk; and hence in accordance with 
the rule laid down in Sūtra III—vii—2, on account of the superior 
authority of Syntactical Connection, the said qualification is recognised 
as applying both to the Primary and the Subsidiary, and not to the Primary 
alone, as shown by the Context (which is a much weaker authority). Nor 
do we find any qualifying clause, which would point out the Sruk as the 
one that is employed in the Primary Sacrifice; and even if there were 

nly be a qualifying adjunct of the subject of 


such a clause, as it. would o 
the sentence, i significance could be attached to it. Therefore in ac- 


cordance with the Parvapaksha also, it is clear that the Sruk of Cami wood 
appertains to all Primary Sacrifices, as also to all the Oleaning, &c., that 
help the Sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally) ; and as such there 
would be no chance of there being any cleaning of the Sruk made 
up of many woods. It might be urged that—‘in accordance with 
Satra III—viii—35, all the peculiar features of the Subsidiary sacrifices 
being subservient to the Primary Sacrifice, the Sruk of (mt, in the case 
in question, cannot be said to be for the sake of boti: she Primary and 
the Subsidiary.’ But this is scarcely correct; because in a case where 
we recognise the relationship of an object with the Primary, as mentioned 
by a Sentence, there alone could such an assertion be possible; as a 
matter fact, however, no such thing is recognised in the case in a8 8105 
For instance, in the case of the sentence yajnãtharvanam vai kämyä 
ishtayah, tā upañçu kartavyah,’ we find the qualification ‘updagu’ con- 
nected only with the Primary Sacrifices mentioned by the word ‘kamyah ;’ 
and as such it cannot be taken as enjoined with reference to the subsi- 
diary, as we shall explain later on ; but in the case in question, we have 
no such distinct relationship with the Primary; and this makes all the 
difference, 
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Objection: “It may be that the Fact of the Sruk being of Cami is for 
“use in the Primary, though it is enjoined by implication, also in the 
“ subsidiary sacrifices not yet fally mentioned.” 

Reply : This cannot be; because we shall show (in the chapter on 
Atidspa) that the subsidiaries renouncing that which is enjoined in close 
Proximity to themselves, become connected with their Primaries; because 
they stand in need of such aids as have been fally accomplished (along 
with the Primaries). That is to say, an Injunction of many things 
(by a single sentence) being unallowable, in the sentence in question, the 
Sruk must be taken as simply mentioned with reference to the fact of the 
Sruk being of Cami wood (which alone is enjoined). Consequently, even 
though the Sruk might be enjoined in connection with the subsidiaries, 
yet such an Injunction would stand in need of the fact of the employment of 
the Sruk of Cami at the Subsidiaries being got at by Implication (from its 
employment at the Primaries). And the time that is taken in this latter 
implication of the Sruk of the Primary is exactly the same that is taken 
by the direct Injunction of the Iruk of the subsidiaries ; and as such there 
is no difference between the two processes. 

And further, if the fact of the Sruk being made of Cami wood applied 
to the Primaries alone, then even in the Varunapraghasa sacrifice, which is 
a subsidiary, we would have the employment of the Sru% used at the 
Primary sacrifices of the Prayāja, &c. And the means by which we could 
avoid these Praydja Sruks are the same by which the Srukg for cleaning 
are avoided. But this is not quite desirable; as there is no reason for 
such avoidance. Even thongh there may be some cause for the relation- 
ship of a certain Primary, yet, in accordance with the Rule laid down in 
connection with the ‘Saumikarëdidakshinā,” the element ~equired would 
be got at indirectly (by coucomitance itself); and as such no collecting 
of the Primary Class would be proper. a, 

(2) Then again, the shape of the Paridhi vessel is Pointed out by the 
use to which it ia put; and hence there could be no cleaning of that Paridhi 
which would not serve that purpose. That is to say, Paridht is the name 
of that substance which is used in thetceeping intact of the fire ; just as 
‘Juha’ is the name of an implement used in the Homa, Then, in accordance 
with the Sdtra IV—i—26, we could speak of the Qleaning being useless. 
And then, on having heard of the Paridhi being made of the Banavat, if 
we Were to clean the Palaga wood before it has been made into the Paridhi, 
we would only be cleaniog that which is not Paridhi. If the Palāça bo 
made into the Paridhi (before being cleaned), then the keeping of the Fire 
having been done, it could not serve any useful purpose in tho Primary 
Sacrifice, Wo, do we ever find a mixture of two things that serve the 
same purpose (the Palaga and the Bagavat in the present case). Therefore 


540 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. II—PĀDA I- A DHI (6). 


there would be no need for making another Paridhi. 

(3) As for the Avabhrtha, inasmuch as this is a new action, it ends 
wholly in what is directly mentioned in the Veda; and as the whole of 
this action, together with all its accessories, is laid down as to be performed 
in water, what could be that Cleaning, in which we would have to make 
use of Fire, and hence have to burn it f 

Thus then, none of the above three can be accepted as the use 
present Adhikarana. f 

There is only one example which has been rightly cited. In the case 
of the sentence mansantu savaniyanam’ in accordance with the Siddhanta, 
the character of being made up of tãrasa (meat), not being related to all 
Oakes, and thus being ‘ asavaniya,’ it would not be connected with that 


Cake which has been purified by being carried round the fire. And the 
word ‘ Savantya’ is never used with reference to the subsidiary of the 
gabania; because it deals with that aloue which is related to the 
Savaniya. As for the subsidiary of the Savaniya, inasmuch as this serves 
no useful purpose in the Savana, it is impossible to have any cake in it 
made up of the Vrihi corn; specially as the sentence Frihibiryajeta 
distinctly shows that the Vrihi corn is to be employed in the Cake used at 


the Primary Sacrifice. And thus, it is not quite certain which is the 
material of which that Cake is to be made, which is purified by being 

taken round the Fire. And herein lies the use of the present Adhikarana. 
But even this is not quite correct. Bocause in that case in accordance 
with the maxim of the ‘ Kansabhojt 'the conditions of the scriptural 
Injunction (that tue Cake is circled round the fire’) would be fulfilled by 
f the Meat-Cake ; and consequently there would always be a 


the circling o ee i 
likelihood of the performance of an Action like what is described in the 


Siddhanta. : 
Thus then, the corn-cake having been taken up, in some way or other, 


for the Primary Sacrifice, it must be held that the circling round fire is 
a means of accomplishing that Cake; especially as such is the inclination 
of the scripture. But even in that case, such an action being useless, in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘one-year-old cow,’ there would be a 
total disappearance of that action. And hence it is in the avoidance 
of this disappearance that lies the use of the present Adhikarana. 

Or, it might be in the fact of there being no definite material for the 
Cake; nor does the mazim of the Kansabhoji’ apply to the case; because 
the mere flesh does not represent the Cake. It it bo asked, ‘ how this 
comes about in the Saveniya Cake?’ we reply that in that case itis not the 
Cake that is desired; what is enjoined by the sentence is the flesh itself, 
independently of any Cake in the place of tho Cake; exactly a in the case 
of such corns as the Dhānā. Because in no way is it possible to make such 


s of the 


. . 
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corns ont of the flesh. Consequeutly, it must be admitted that in accord- 
ance with the maxim of the. Priyatgu,’ it is only inthe Primary 
Sacrifice that the Cake is to be made up of the flesh. As for the circling 
round fire, this applies to the Cake only; and as for the material of this 
Cake, it may be uncertain, or it may be the Vrih¢ or the Yava, as is shown 
by the conditions of the Primary Sacrifice. 

As a matter of fact, however, the real uses of the Adhikarana are the 
following: (1) In- the Primary Sacrifice, there being. many auxiliaries 
to the Oleaning of the Sruk, we conclude that the number of such auzi- 
liaries must be three only, in accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Kupiiijala’ 
(XI~i—38-45) ; and hence even when there is a multiplication of vessels, 
—as in the case of the Pagucdturmasya’, only three Sruke would have to 
be cleaned, in accordance with the theory of the Pérvapaksha, In accord- 
anco with the Siddhadnta, on the other hand, all the Sruks have to be 
cleaned ; because of the necessity of repeating tha purifiactory process with 
each substance. (2) And again, in accordance with the mazim of the 
Paça’ (IV—i—11-16), significance attaching to the number ‘one,’ only 
one Paridhi would have to be cleaned, according to the Piérvapaksha ; 
while according to the Siddhanta, all the Paridhis would have to be cleaned ; 
and there would be some distinction made in a case where there is a 
multiplication of Paridhis. (3) And similarly, the circling round Are, 
believed (according to the Pirvapaksha) to appertain to one Cake, comes 
(according to the Siddhänta), to apply to all the Cakes. (4) Similarly, 
according to the law ‘ Vishayé 5 syāt, AE pane 1 0 eR 
‘ : 5 the cleaning wou ordinary 
3 i ee, while according to the Siddhanta, 
3 1 A £ ordinary fire being absolutely useless, the Cleaning laid 

; to such sacrificial fires, as the ‘Ahavaniya’ nd 

down must appertain only ya’ a 
the like. 
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Treating of the Primary character of the Stuti and the Castra Hymns. 
(Mahéndradhikarana). 

Sutra (12): “The Stuti and the Castra are subservient, 
exactly like the Yajya mantras,—because they distinctly signi- 
fy the Deity.” 

The case of the Stutt and the Castra has been introduced, as an 
exception to the general definition laid down in Sutra II—i—8. By the 
word “Stuti” is meant a hymn; and the Gastra” also is a hymn which 
is made up of mantras that cannot be sung. A Hymn is that which 
describes the relationship subsisting between an object and its properties ; 
and as such, in the first instance, it is accomplished by such objects and 
properties; specially as in the absence of these the Hymn would be mere 
words, and as such not capable of being called a Hymn.” Of these b. 
again, inasmuch as the properties described do not form part of the 
Action to be performed, they serve no useful purpose with regard to the 
Action; and as such they are taken absolutely as serving the purpose of 
completing the Hymn itself. Then the question arises—Tbe Hymn thus 


accomplished, does it serve the purpose of bringing about an idea. +t- ` 
object hymned, and as such, is subservient to this latter? or, is it ao... ae 


thing independently by itself, leading to a certain transcend frei 
On this point we have the following nee 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as we actually find the Hymns perceptibl~ - 
„about a rememberance of (of the Deity) that serves to aco nn the 
“sacrifice, we cannot but admit them to be subservient to such S vrties.“ 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (14): But in that case, the mention of the name of the 
Deity would have to be carried away by its meaning; because 
such mention is always subservient to the meaning. 


The Satra points ont the fact of the Paérvapaksha being contrary to 
other authoritative evidences. 


is the ineli. aon 
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That is to say, if the hymn in question consist of a Mantra, the object 
described in which does not exist at the time, then this object would carry 
away the Hymn from its present context, and as such, there would be a 
setting aside of that which is directly laid down. For instance, in a case 
where we have an Injunction laying down the use of a particular hymn on 
a particular occasion, if the Injunction happen to contain the name of a 
Deity—as in the case of a Hymn addressed to Indra being laid down as to 
be sung in connection with the Méhéndragraha” sacrifive,—the Injuno- 
tion would depend upon the Deity therein mentioned ; and hence in & case 
where that particular Deity (Indra) does not exist, (as in the case of the 
Mahindra sacrifice),—the particular Hymn will have to be carried away 
from the Mahendra sacrifice to another sacrifice where Indra might exist. 
And this would be a direct contradiction of what is authorised by the 
Order and Position of the Hymn, &c. The particular sequential Order 
that would be contradicted in the present instance is that in which 
the mantra is laid down as to be recited in the subsequent hymns; 
while the Position contradicted would be—either the mention of the 


Hymn by the Injunction of the Rathantara, or the particular Context in 
which they occur. 


Sutra (15): Objection: “But (in the instance cited) the 

„Word (that appears to make the Deity something quite different) 

would be only a qualificatory one,—exactly like the word ‘barren’ 
(in the expression ‘Ajavasha’).” 


“The above objection does not apply to the case in question. Because 
“a carrying away of the Mantra could be possible only if it mentioned 
“'“omething entirely different; in the case in question however, the 
Hvmn in question belongs to the same Deity that is referred to by the 
the like, “““Mahgndra’; because the words ‘Indra’ and ‘Mahéndra’ are 
' That is to say the Indra, that is hymned by the 

“Hymns in question, is the same that is sacrificed to in the Mahéndra 
“rifice; and as such the object referred to being actually present, 

age „re should there be any necessity of carrying it away from 

n ito., text? Nor is it absolutely necessary for the Mantra to make 
mention of every minute detail of the object connected with the sacrifice ; 
because it is always found to mention something more or less than that, 
“in accordance with its own expression or capability (and as such it does not 
matter if the Injunction of the Hymn spenks of Indra only, without the 
% ification Maha ). Consequently, the Hymn eee ee 
Pointing to Indra as apart from any attributes, because nen n 
“does not attach to the attributes, as the attributes are pointed out 
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«by the context itself ;—all this being exactly similar to the. pointing out 
“of materials apart from qualifications. Nor does the Deity consist of the 
“word alone—as we shall show under chapters IX and X. [And hence 
„Indra cannot be taken as different from Mahéndra, simply on the ground 
“of difference between the words.] 
“Thus then, it must be admitted that that which is mentioned by the 
“word ‘Indra’ is the same that is mentioned by the word Mahéndra’; 
“specially as there is no reason for assuming the two to be distinct. 
“Consequently, there being no ground for the charge of the improper 
“carrying away of the Hymns, these must be admitted to be the subser- 
et vient accessories (of the Deity ”). 
_Sutra (16): Reply: Not so; because it forms part of the 


_ scriptures. 

It has been urged above that the Hymne pointing to Indra, as apart 
from all qualifications, there is no need for any carrying away, But 
this is not so; because the carrying away of the hymns is by no means 
avoidable. 

For, if there were sufficient grounds for holding the identity of Indra 
and Mahéndra, then alone would it not be necessary to carry away the 
Hymns; as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinet difference between 
the two. 

To explain In the case of the word Mahéndra’ some people, seeking 
to establish its identity with the word ‘Indra,’ explain it etymologically 
thus: ‘Mahan’ + ‘Indrah’ = Mahéndrah (the Great Indra), and then Ma- 

_handro dévata asya '— Mahéndra (That sacrifice of which the Great Indra 
is the presiding Deity). And in that case what the word ‘ Mahéndra’ 
would signify would be that of which the preceding Deity is Indra as endowed 
with the attribute of greatness. But such a connotation is not possible ; 
becanse the signification of a word taken as one complet; whole is always 
more authoritative than that which is sanctioned by its \kymological con- 
structions; and hence the word Mahsndra more directly détvtes a dis- 
tinot Deity in the shape of Mahéndra, than it does the ‘ Great Indra.’ 

Then again, if the word ‘Mahéndra’ is broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split; and if, in 
order to avoid this split, the etymological explanation is not resorted to 
then the word Mahéndra’ distinctly denotes something entirely different 
from Indra. . 

Says the Bhashya, the nominal affix in “ Mahéndra” would not be possible 
sf the word Indra’ stood én the need of a mention of greatness; and 
what is meant by this is that it is not possible for us to take the word in 
ita etymological sense. And the chief reason for this is that in the due 
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functioning of a compound, as also in that of the Nominal Affix, capability 
is always laid down as the necessary qualification. In case we have recourse 
to the etymology of the word the said qualification becomes impossible to 
get at, in both cases. 

That is to say, in the two sutras ‘ samarthah padavidhth’ (Panini II— 
i~i) and ‘samarthanam prathamadva’ (Ibid IV—i—82), it is distinctly 
laid down that ‘sémarthya’ or capability is the necessary qualification in 
the functioning of both the Compound and the Nominal Affix, Con- 
sequently, in the absence of this capability, no fanctioning of any of these is 
possible. i 

I. For instance, if the Compound and the Affix were simultaneously 
explained—that is to say, if the word ‘Mahéndra’ were explained as Mahan 
Indro devata asya, then there would be no capability in either of these. Be- 
cause, if tho chief stress were laid upon ‘ greatness’ as being needed (by the 
word Indra), then this last word could not have any relationship with 
the Nominal Affix; and, on the other hand, if the factor chiefly needed 
were the Affix itself, then there could be no connection with greatness. 

This ‘capability’ is explained by some to be in the shape of (1) 
‘ekarthibhava’—the Identity of purpose, the fact of conjointly forming a 
single entity,—and by others as (2) ‘ vyapeksha -. e., Relationship based 
upon mutual requirements. And neither of these two ig applicable to 
that which stands in need of something else. 

(1) That is to say, when one factor is independent of everything else— 
save the other factor in question, —then alone can there be any identity of 
Purpose between these two. In a case, however, where one factor is 
distracted by other agencies, no such identity of purpose is possible; 
As a matter of fact, it is only when two objects are not distracted on 
many sides, that they can rightly be said to be dependent on 
which is not possible when they are so distracted; becay 
such distraction, our perceptive faculties fail to function 
object, which is pointed out conjointly by the two parts 
equipped with the two characteristics, is always t 
by each of these parts independently by itself, When, however, there 
happens to be a dependencé upon others, there is always a donbt in the 
matter and the whole does not point to any one definite end. Thus then, 
in the case in question, there is no possibility of a capability in the shape 
of identity of purpose. 

(2) 1 ihe capability in the form of 4 ar (Relationship based 
npon mutual requirements)—the word ote l itself distinctly pointa. 
to the absence of Apzksha (dependence on ot ers) es as such there can 
be no room for it, in a cage where the object depen TR faaora; 
and hence any ach. capability is not possible in the case in question, 
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That is to say, that which depends upon others can never be spoken of as 
‘ Vyapeksha’ (free from dependence). 

Thus then, there being no chance for the capability of any of the two 
kinds, it becomes absolutely impossible for either the Compound or the 
Nominal affix to function in the matter. These are the discrepancies 
in the case of the word ‘Mahéndra’ being all at once explained as 
‘ Mahan Indrak dévaté asa.’ : 

II. If, however, the functionings of the Compound and the Affix be, 
explained separately, one after the other, then, inasmuch as the words will 
have to be often times repeated, there would be a split of the sentence ; 
because in that case, after we have expounded the Compound, it will be 
necessary for us to give utterance again to the two words ‘Mahat’ and 
‘Indra.’ It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared— The 
word ‘Indra’ when taken up by the functioning of the Affix cannot be connected 
with ‘greatness.’ The sense of this is that when the word ‘Indra’ would 
be taken with the Affix it would be broadened (changed into ‘Aindra ’); 
and as for ‘greatness’, inasmuch as it is always connected with a dis- 
tinct substance, it could have nothing to do with the word ‘ Indra,’ which, 
as already forming part of the word ‘ Aindra, occupies only a secondary 
position. That is to say, in that case we would have the form Mahaindra,’ 
the qualification ‘great’ having nothing to do with Indra, because that 
which occupies a secondary position, and as such has its own denotatie’, 
suppressed, cannot be connected with any other qualifications. 

The declaration of the Bhashya—when taken up by the functioning 
of the Compound, &c., &c.—refers to the split of the sentence mentioned 
above. : 

Thus then, having explained the improbability of apy ~" ~i k 
tioning, the Bhäsbyn again brings forward the theory of si "s iii) 
functioning, but only with a view to point out other discrepancies ~~ 
theory. nn 
In accordance with the maxim propounded in the Sau u 
would be another syntactical split consequent upon the fact of the word 
Indra’ being the predominant factor with reference to ‘ greatness,’ 
while it occupies a subordinate position with reference to the Nominal 
Affix. 

And there would be yet another syntactical split, on account of the 
Injunction having to serve the double purpose of pointing out greatness 
as the qualification of Indra, and that of declaring Indra to be the Deity 
of the sacrifice. For instance, what the Injunctive affix will haye to do 
would be to point out—(1) that Indra is qualified by ‘ greatness’ and (2) 
that Indra is related to the material offered at the sacrifice; and this. 
would lead to an inevitable syntactical split. 


A „ 
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For these reasons, the word t Mabéndra’ cannot be explained as that 
Indra, is the deity of the sacrifice, and that Indra is qualified by greatness. 
What is possible is that the word be taken as one independent whole, 
independently of the component parts; as in that case alone could the 
Nominal Affix be rightly explained. And thus it is established that 
Mahéndra is a deity other than Indra. 

Nor can it be urged that Indra himself came to be called ‘ Mahéndra,’ 
the ‘Great Indra,’ after he had performed the grand feat of killing Vrétra, 
because in that case the Veda, in which the word Mabendra occurs, 
would have a beginning in time. Consequently the mention of the killing 


of Vrtira must be taken as only eulogising ‘ Mahéndra,’ which is a name 
eternal and complete in itself. 


Sutra (17). Also because of names. 


That is to say, Indra must be distinct from Mahéndra, because of the 


difference in their names. Thus alone could there be any restriction with 
regard to the Mantras in question ; as otherwise there would be an opticn ; 
and as such in one case, the mantra would be set aside from its legitimate 
purpose. And if there 


were no difference betwe. I 
the only purpose that the’ mention of two distinct Ilan dnn dune, 


would be to bring about a transcendental result, which is not allowable i 
suthe case. n 


Therefore, just as the Sun, &c., are different from Indra, 
Mahéndra ; and as such it would be absolutely necessary to 
Hymn elsewhere (as shewn above). 


80 also is 
carry away the 


core} LerrprtR Y zi 
ens ends the exposition of the Adhikarana in accordance with the 
515 . „a a). 
sinus H Värti-, however, takes exception to the abo i ward 
the following argaments against it :— e iè i 
If we have recourse to the aboye explanati i i 
hace receded an Pail oniy tee. jon, and if the Nominal Affix 
whole, then in that case, the same would 
‘ Agnishomiyd’ and the like; and the word 
taken as pointing to the two deities ; and as such no 
set at nought all 


es 8 to say, just -as 
in the case of the word ‘ Mahéndra,’ neither a gradual nor a simultaneous 


functioning of the Compound and the Affix is possible, on account of the 
word ‘Indra’ standing in need of ‘greatness’ and the Affix,—so, in the 
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same manner, ‘Soma’ standing in need of ‘ Agni,’ there could be no Affix 
(in the word ‘ Agnishomiya’); and when it would stand in need of the 
Affix, there could be no compounding with ‘Agni.’ So also, if there 
be a gradual fuuctioning—one after the other—of the Compound and the 
Affix, a repeated utterance would be necessary; and this would lead to 
& syntactical split; because, as shown above in the case of the word 
‘Mahéndra,’ when the word would be taken up by one functioning, 
it could not bo taken up by another; and as before, there would be a 
diversity in the character of the word ‘Soma,’ which would be the 
predominant factor in one case, and the subordinate element in another ; 
and so also the Injunctive Affix would have to refer to more than ono 
object. Thus, in short, all the objections that liave been shown above, 
as applying to the case of the word ‘ Mahéndra,’ would apply to the case 
of the word ‘ Agnishomtya’ also; and hence this word also will haye 
to be taken as one whole in itself; and consequently there would never 
be any case of any sacrifice having two presiding deities. 

But it is by no means possible for words like these to be spoken 
of as conventional wholes by themselves, because everywhere in the 
scriptures, the particular actions are laid down as having two presiding 


deities. : 
For instance—(1) in course of the consideration of the texts dealing 


with the ‘quartering’ of the ‘agnéya’ cake, the ‘Indrapita’ and the 
‘ Pūshāprapishta we shall explain how —. es, Wih 
point to Agni alone as the deity, pa incapablo of = cluding the 
‘ Aindragna,’ the ‘ Agnishomiya,’ &c., which point to Agni, &c., as the 

? f some other deity. (That is to say, 


deities, only in the company ° g ; k 
the Ain Angan cake cannot be treated in the way that is prescribed 


: i for if the word ‘ Agnéya’ were to refer to the 
pil -o e inasmuch as the word ya would be dependent 
upon ‘ Indra,’ there could bo no nominal Affix in the word ‘ Agnéya.’) If 
these words were conventional wholes, what would be dependent upon what P 
(2) So too we shall show later on that the Aindrapaushna is held to be 
subsidiary to the Agnishomiya, &e., on the sole ground of both of them 
having two presiding Deities (and this would not be possible if the words 
did not signify the presence of two Deities). (3) Similarly in the case of 
tle.gentence ‘ Medhapatibhyam médham,’ we shall show how two significa. 
tions are accepted, as explained under Sutra IX—iii— 35. And again, (4) it 
will be shown under the Manotadhikarana’ (X—iy—42) that in the case 
where Agni and Soma are the deities, Agni alone is not a deity, though both 
are intimately related to the Action. (5) It is not quite reasonable for us 
to deny such etymological changes in the compound Agni + Soma’ as are 


due solely to the fact of its forming a duality of deities—such changes, f.i., 
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as the lengthening of the f and the change of ‘sa’ into ‘sha’ (as ac- 
cording to Panini VI—iii—37, and VITI—iii—82, respectively). If no 
authority be attached to grammatical rules, then the rule laying down the 
addition of affixes, denotative of Agni, &c., being the deity, would also be 
unauthoritative, aud as such Agni, Soma, &c., would cease to be known as 
deities. If, however, this latter fact is admitted, then on exactly the same 
grounds, it would be necessary to admit the duality of the deities also. 
And as such the word cannot be taken as a complete whole in itself in- 
dependently of its component parts. 
For the same reasons, it is not right to assert that the Duandva-Com- - 
pound in Agnishomiya’ could be explained as compounded, only for the 
sake of accentuation, &., and having no other significance, as we have in 
the case of the words ‘ Agvakarna’ (the name of a plant) and the like. 
Because a grammatical rule can be said to be for the mere sake of certain 
modifications of accentuation, Go., and to have no other significance, only 
in a case where the senses conveyed by the word be, in some way or other, 
not in keeping with a well-recognised fact of ordina 


ry perception. 
In the cuse of the words Mahat’ and ‘ Indra,’ it is certainly necessary 


to assume a distinct significance for each (because we do not find any 
disagreement from a perceived fact); and inasmuch as these words 
signify, one the qualification and the other the qualified, we come to the 
conclusion that one word qualifies the other. And as soon ag these words 

are pronounced together, we are at once led, by our Previously- acquired 

notion of their relationship, to the joint cognition of the one as qualified 

by the other; and there is nothing to set aside this joint cognition. Nor is 
there any reasonable ground for assuming, for the compound, any signi- 

ficance, apart from those of the component worda. Then again, it is only 

when the whole word by itself haa been duly established as complete in itself, 

independently of the component words, that the denotation of this word, as 
such a whole, would set aside that which is provided by the component 
words (in case of course the two happen to be mutually contradictory). 

But no such word could be taken to be a duly established entity by itself, 

until we actually found it used as such, apart from having anything to do 

with the signification of its component parts, 

And further, we find à great difficulty in believing in the existence of 
Indra; and it would entail a much greater difficulty to assume the existence 
of another and an altogether distinct deity in the shape of Mahéndre. 

5 tter of fact, we find that even in the case of a perceptible 
As a ma be no reasonable ground for assuming a multiplicity of 
aoe there can 15 for a word; ond it would be very much more 
notative potenci tion in a case where the very object— 
Unreasonable to make suy such ee i 
ed. We accept the existence of an 
Mahendra f.i,—has got to be assum 


550 TANTRA-VARTIEA. ADH. (I—PĀDA 1—ADHI (7) 


object in the shape of Indra, 
in the Veda of the word ‘In 
use of the word Mahéndra’ 


ae on the ground that, otherwise, the use 
ra would not be explicable. And thus if the 


too were equally j i 
: Y inexplicable, then alone we 
could have any ground for assuming the existence at an object in the shape 


f Mahéudra. Asa matt 
2 8 . er of fact however, the use of the word Mahéndra’ 
is quite explicable, as based upon the well-re ised denotati 
two words Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’; and hence th eee 1 . 
idea of the same Indra as qualified by 10 i ordi 1s found te 3 
; á Y greatness’; and as such there is no 
ground for assuming the existeuce of 3 ; 
8 . any other object. And hence it is 
proved that Mahéndra is none other than Z . 
ndra qualified by greatness. 
Further, when we expound the fuction; 
5 uctionine of the Compound first 
and then explain that of the Affix, there ; S 8 31; 
5 » there is no incapability pertaining to 
anything; because at the actual time of t} f eine Etb 
e T N ee i 1e functioning of tbe compound, 
= 355 5 18 nothing else that the factor stands in need 
1 f 8 5 8 T syntactical split due to repeated utterance; because 
a ; ia e ` y 155 „ utterance, in expounding the compound, 
is to give tn sion to the many meanings that are expressed by the word 
D ne 62755 The word ‘ Mahendra’ has a double functioning 
$ } e shape of the ompound aud in that of the Affix ; cach of these func- 
ionings represents a distinct sentence ; and it is the meanings of these two 
sentences that we give distinct expression to by the expounding of tho 
Compound and the explanation of the bearing of the Affix. And as for the 
repetition that wo have recourse to, in the re-expounding, it is not that of 
any Vedic sentence; because there is no such Vedic sentence as “ Mahānç- 
cãsãvindraçca, Nahendro dēratā asya it Māhëndrah.” Nor is it the Vedic word 
itself that is so disjoined; because all disjunction being brought about by 
human agency, the word ceases to be Vedic altogether. The fact is that 
in the Veda, the word M āhēndrah’ occurs inits own complete form; and it 
is only the meaning of this word that is explained by means of the afore. 
said disjoinings and etymological explanations &e., proceeding from human 
sources. i 
As a matter of fact, words aro endowed with various potencies, bring- 
ing about as thoy do, the cognitions of one or many meanings. And the 
meaning of a word is explained, sometimes by means of another word 
and sometimes by means of a sentence, and that too being one or many, 
consisting of two or more words. For instance, the meaning of the word 
Pika is explained by Kokila’; * Aupagaca’ is explained as ‘the gon 
of Upagu,’ or as ‘ono who was produced by Upagu from out of his 
wife. The verb ‘pacati’ (Parasmaipada—Present Tense, Third Pérson 
Singular) is explained as ‘the action of cooking, affecting another person, 8 
being accomplished at the present time. by the agent who is one the action 
extending over many moments. And certainly, in these explanations, 


— 


— — 


es — — 
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there is no syntactical split. Nor is the explanation found to refer 
to any portion that is not denoted by the word explained. In the same 
manner, when the meaning of the word Mahendra happens to be ex- 
plained by persons cognisant of the various signications of words, who 
employ one or more words of their own, without touching the Vedic text 
itself—where is there a symtactical split ? For our own sentence, even if 
uttered a hundred times, would not vitiate the Vedic sentence. Aud when 
the meaning of the Veda is explained, the word itself does not become 
human. And when a certain fact is being spoken of by a man, it is ne- 
cessary that it should bo spoken of in a certain order of sequence, and that 
too in accordance with the due sequence of the roots and affixes —f.i. 

‘ Mahangcasavindrah, Ye. ; and certainly, in this there is no dependence upon 
other factors. 

Then again, even in the case of one factor depending upon another 
factor, there is every ground for there being a Compound, provided the 
former be the predominant factor; consequently if the word ‘Indra’ were 
dependent upon the Nominal Affix, it could be very well compounded, be- 
cause of the fact of its being the predominant factor, with regard to 
‘ greatness. ’ ' 

Thus then, even though, in case of the simultaneous functionings (of 
the Compound and the Affix), there is nothing incongruous in the fact 
of the factors being dependent upon other factors, yet the functioning in 
question is gradual. Because the word ‘ Indra, though dependent upon 
the Affix, is yet compounded on account of its predominant character ; and 
when dependent upon greatness it becomes subordinate, and hence the 
functioning of the Affix has to come in later on. That is to say, in a case 
where the predominant factor is dependent upon something else, the func- 
tioning must be one of this kind ; and hence it is the compounding that 
comes in first. If, however, after the compounding has been done, the 
functioning be held to come in its wake, of its own accord,—then the result 
would be that Indra by itself would be connected with the Affix; and on 
the other hand, tbe same pure Indra would come to be compounded; and 
as such we would have, for the deity in question, Indra alone, without any 
qualifications; and as such the mention of the qualification ‘ groat’ would 
become absolutely useless. Nor is it possible to assert that, as in the case 
of the ‘red one-year-old cow, soin that of ‘Indra’ and ‘Mahat’ also, 
the two coalesce in the denotation of the Affix, and as such serve to limit 
oue another. Because where there is no Action in question, there can be 
no such simultaneous coalescence. Nor is it possible for that which is not 
an Action to draw within itself any qualifications. Even if it could so draw 
them in, it would come to denote the fact of Makat’ and ‘ Indra esas 
ing ‘two deities, And then, the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘Indra’ being more 
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than one, when not compounded, there would be no possibility of the 


Affix that we do actually find in it, because this affix is laid down ascom., 


ing in only when the Deity in question is one (and hence the word 
‘ Mahandra’ would be possible only in case Mahéndra were one deity, and 
not if the word ‘ Mahéndra’ contained the names of two distinct deities). 
And again, if the words Mahat’ and Indra were two distinct Nouns, 
with independent declensional affixes, then there could be no such noun 
as Mahandra,’ and hence no chance for the affix in question; and if there 
are no such Nouns ending in declensional affixes, then they could not 
form a compound. 

For these reasons, simultaneous functioning is not possible ; and hence. 
through the aforesaid gradual functioning, we conclude that the object 
signified by the Compound itself is the deity. And consequently Makendra 
is none other than Indra qualified by greatness. 

Thus then, we find that for reasons above explained, the Pérvapaksha. 
ears to be quite reasonable; and hence we must have recourse 


position app : 
to another line of argument with a view to its effectual refutation. 
Aud this we are going to do now, in expounding what we shall call — 


SIDDHANTA (B). 

of fact, the Deity enters into the sacrifice, not in its 
material form, but in the verbal (i. e., in the form in which it happens to 
be mentioned in the scriptural Injunction) ; consequently, inasmuch as it ic 
by the word ‘ Mahéndra’ that the Deity is mentioned, we cannot but 
accept Mahēndra as the Deity. Even if the meanings of the two words 
Indra and ‘ Mahendra’ be ideutical,—the deity in the particular sacri- 
fice in question must be that which is spoken of by the word ‘ Mahéndra’ 

in accordance with the law laid down under Sūtra: ‘ Vidhigabdasya manue 
tva, &., (X-iv-23)— and none other. And hence the character of the 

deity could not belong even to those mentioned by such names as ‘ Vrha. 

Aindra, &. words that are more akin to‘ Mahéndra’ than Indra,“ 

to say nothing of such other words as Indra’ and the like. 

When we find a certain Deity in a certain form laid down in con. 
nection with a certain sacrifice, —even though the Deity be the object 
denoted, and not the merely Verbal form, yet, if we find the slightest 
difference from it in another otherwise expressed, we cannot admit this t 
be the Deity of that sacrifice. 8 

That is to say, the character of the Deity is such as is not cognisable b 
the ordinary means of cognition, Sense- perception and the like: A 
hence the only means of knowing it is afforded by Vedic Injunction f and 
hence we can be assured of the fact of the sacrifice having been 185 one; 
in due accordance with the Injunction in the Veda, only when tek ana 


As a matter 


—— — 
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find that the Deity invoked has been exactly the same as is therein laid 
down. If however, the slightest difference is made in that,—the func- 
tioning of the Injunction having ceased with the laying down of the real 
Deity, &c.—, we will have to look for another authority for this slightly 
different Deity; but as a matter of fact, there is no such authority; and 
as such the invocation of that Deity cannot but be unauthoritative. 
This will be explained later on, where it is shown that ‘ Agni is the Deity 
of the Ashtakapala, and not of the Ajya’ (because with regard to the 
latter Agni is not laid down as the Deity). In accordance with this rule 
(2) when the Injunction has spoken of Indra as the Deity, the deifio 
character cannot be attributed to Agni,—(2) when Indra is laid down a8 
the Deity of Soma, He cannot be the Deity of the Cake,—(3) when Indra 
is laid down as the Deity of the pounded Soma, He cannot be the Deity 
of the creeper itself,—(4) when pure Indra is laid down as the deity, we 
cannot have him as qualified by some attributes ;—so in the same manner, 
when we find the Injunction laying down the qualified ‘Great-Indra’ 
(Mahéndra) as the Deity, we cannot invoke Indra alone. 
Another reason for this is that, inasmuch as in the Injunction in ques- 
tion, the Deity is predicated of something else, due significance must be 
attached to its qualifications and adjuncts: specially as no such significance 
could be attached to them, only in case the Deity were that with regard 
‘> which something else was predicated, That is to say, if in the matter 
of the relationship expressed by the nominal affix (in “ Mahandra"’), the 
Deity were that with regard to which it was predicated, then we could 
not attach any importance to the mention of its attributes. If, however, 
the Deity were not predicated, it would not have the character of the 
v T and hence we cannot bat admit it to be predicated. And as such, 
due significance must be attached to its qualifications ; and hence the 
removal of the qualification would do away with the very character of tho 
Deity. For instance, in such sentences as—‘the white-clothed person 
should be fed,’ the red-turbaned priests pass along,’ ‘the person with 
the stick repeated the Praisha Mantras, —if we take away the qualification, 
what is left behind ceases to form a material part of the Sacrifice. If 
however, the qualifications were such as having something else predicated 
of them f.i, “bring in those that have white clothing”—the men 
ably be brought even without the white clothing (which 
oming in). Hence, in the case in question, 
ter into the sacrifice, in its material form, we 
could not accept it as without its qualification ; a8 a matter of fact, however, 


We find that it helps the sacrifice, in its verbal form,—and consequently 
anything else, that would be mentioned by è word apart from the Injane- 
i ribed Deity. 


tion, could not be recognised as the prese 
70 * 


could very reason 
they might lay aside before ¢ 
even if the Deity were to en 
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And farther, when the Deity is mentioned by means of a compound, 
it would not be open to the fault of the Injunction referring to more than 
one thing. Hence the Deity that would belong to the ‘ Mahéndra-graha’ 
could never be mentioned by the word ‘Indra.’ That which is mentioned 
by this latter word can never be the Deity of that sacrifice; and as such 
in the case of an injunction of this sacrifice, any mention of that Deity 
would be absolutely useless. 

Thus then we find that the sense of Sutra 16 comes to be that the 
cognition of the Deity depends upon actual verbal expression; and the 
fact of a certain word expressing the Deity comes to be accepted only if it 
is found that such expression is in keeping with the character of the 
Nominal Affix. Hence we conclude that there is a distinct difference between 


the deities Indra and Mahéndra. ‘ 
Question: But how do you reconcile the Bhashya with the above 


lanation ? 
* Reply: It is as follows: What the Pirvapakshi urges is that 


there is no necessity of carrying aside the Hymn in question. And for 
one who holds that the mantra mentioning ‘ Indra’ need not be removed 
from the Mahéndra ’ sacrifice, — inasmuch as it would be absolutely use- 
less to have expressed a Deity that is not needed in the Action, it must be 
desirable to admit that simply Indra is the Deity pointed out. But no 
such admission can be made by his mere wish; nor is there any other 
authority for its acceptance; because the only authoritative means of 
knowing the Deity, in the present case, is the Nominal Affix that wo meet 
with in the passage laying down the ‘t Mahéndra’ sacrifice; and this occurs 
in the “ Mahendra” only. If this Nominal Affix were rent apart from the 
compound, and explained along with the word “ Indra” only, then, in that 
case, the mention of the Deity would be in keeping with the digt Jan~ 
tation of the Mantra. "Gta | 
It is this position of the opponent thatthe Bhashya takes fo seed OU 
and hence it speaks of the word “ Indra” as withdrawn from tio Ad 
‘ Mahendra,’ in the passage: that Indra is the Deity is cognised by the 
presence of the Afix; while, as a matter of fact, inasmuch as ths ‘ord 
“ Indra” stands in need of “ greatness,” so long as the compounding is 
not done, the word ‘Indra’ remains the subordinate factor 
incapable of any contact with the Nominal Affix, i 
Says the Bhashya: “ When depending on contact with the nominal 
afix, o., Go.“ And the sense of this is that, though the compounding is 
quite possible when the principal factor is dependent upon something else, 
there is room for the nominal affix when it is in the pure condition of the 
Noun; but at the time that the affix appears, there being no declensionet o 
ending, no compounding would be possible. Thus then, the rule laido 


and as such 
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down by Patanjali — that compounding is possible also when the factor 
dependent upon something else happens to be the predominant one” — 
applies to those cases in which a Noun with a declensional ending, stand- 
iug apart, stands in need of another word which is capable of being con- 
nected with it,—aa for instance Raypurushah gobhanah, ’ 

Tf there were a need of the Nominal Affix, before the compounding 
was done, then we would have to admit the appearance of the affix along 
with a sentence (in the form of ‘Mahan Indrah’). On the other hand, if 
the affix were attached to the word ‘Indra’ only, then the qualification 
(greutness) would fail to enter into it. 

As for the gradual functioning (one after the other) of the Compound 
and the Afix, you do not admit of it. If the affix were attached in the 
first instance. e., before the coming in of the word Mahat’—then, we. 
would be open to the two objections urged above (Text, p. 397) — wiz; (1) 
the greatness would apply to the material of the sacrifice, and not to the 
Deity, which would become the subordinate factor; and (2) the final shape 
of the word would be Afahaindra’ and not Mahéndral’ 

The mere word Indra, when functioning along with the Compound, 
could not be related to the nominal Affix. (This is what the Bhashya 
means), For these reasons, it will have to be admitted that in the single 

word, the relationship (between Indra’ and Mahat’ and the Affix) comes 
in all at once. Aud then, in accordance with the Sutra I—iv—8, we would 
as before be open to the objection of the diversity in the obaracter of Indra 
(it being the predominant factor in relation to ‘ greatness’ while subordi- 
ate in relation to the affix). s , : 

Says the Bhashya: It is clear that Mahéndra is something totally dis- 
tinct from Indra. And the sense of this is that, prior to the compounding. 
the, Iniungtion is one of more than one object, ie., greatness and Indra 

rem’! would also be got at from the words of the complete compound itself, 
j hot cwould lead to a syntactical split, which is avoided by having 
Toe. % compounding. 

Therefore, says the Bhashya, the deity in question is not (mere) Indra 
ungute “ed by greatness, (but the qualified Indra). This would be the sense 
of the Bhashya, if we read it as amahativavigishtah ;’ if, however, we read 
‘ mahattvavigishtah,’ the meaning would be that the deity ig not that which 
is mentioned by the mere word Indra,’ but that which is spoken of by that. 
Word qualified by ‘ Mahat? specially 5 8 ni affix ae would 

; : i orm of & compound. 
be possible only if the noun shay = pe aanp of ate FEAR caer 
; Says the Bhashya—Not by the : ing the etymological meaning 
this. should not be taken as absolutely denying 
2 l : 8 does not appear by means 
word; all that it means is that the affix it is absolute! 
.f the relationship of the component parts, because 1% 18 Absolutely 
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impossible for any such part to be withdrawn from the compound (for 


the propose of being attached to the affix). 

Says the Bhashya— Therefore it must be a distinct deity. That is to say, 
even though the object Indra is one only, yet the two are spoken of as distinct 
deities, on account of the difference between the unqualified (“ Indra“) 
and the qualified (“ Mahéndra”’)- For instance, we find the same man 


to be an uncle and a preceptor; and he is spoken of differently, accord- 
f the time may refer to the one or the 


ing as the particular. requirements o 
other phase of his character. 
„it was after Indra had killed Vrttra that 


As for the Vedic sentence ‘ j 53 
be came to bo illad ndr „the Pürvapakshi thinks that (even in 
ere Indra having been previously 


the case of the Mahendragraa) mere - 
lification ‘great’ does is to subse- 


recognised as the Deity, what the qua! ; ö 
quenty eulogise the character of the previously recognised Deity, and it does 


not enter into the deific character itself. The reply to this is clear in the 
Bhashya itself. ` 
Mahéndra thus being known as a deity, distinct (from Indra), itis mere 
groping in the dark, to make such bold assertions as that—‘the word 
Mahendra points to mere Indra as the deity,’ ‘ the mere word Indra points 
to the qualified Mahsudra as the deity,’ ‘even though the Injunction 
distinctly mentions the qualified Mahéndra, yet the character of the deity 
„though the word used be ‘Indra’ only, yet the 


belongs to mere Indra, ; 
deific character belongs to the qualified ‘Mahéndra,’ and so forth. None 


of these assertions are reasonable. 

Consequently it must be admitted that the Hymns in question will 
have to be carried away to that place where there is a completo harmony be. 
tween the Injunction and the Mantra (ie., a place where Indra would be the 
Deity ),—if we were to accept the Hymn to be subservient to the Deity (ie. 
if we take the Mantra as pointing to the Deity ), as held by the Parvapaksha, 
Whereas in accordance with our theory, the Hymn is a principal action 
by itself, leading to a distinct transcendental result; and as such capable 
of being taken along with any and every deity; as in all cases it 
would, by means of its own specific transcendental result, help in the 
completion of the sacrifice; (and there would, in this case, be no need of 
carrying away the Hymn). 

Sutra (18): The mention of the qualification too would be 
absolutely useless. 


Whether the qualification be eternal or transient (te, natural oy 
caused), if it be taken only as eulogising Indra, and not as entering into 
his deific character, then its mention (in the sentence Mahéndrgraha, &o.’ ) 
would be absolutely useless. Because the only purpose for which a deity 
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is spoken of or enjoined is to show how the particular Action could be 
performed with reference to Him. And whe 


ther the qualification be laid 
down or not, when the performauce of the Action would be quite possible 
with regard to mere Indra, there would be no use of laying down the quali- 
fication. ; . 
And further, the qualification not bein 
it could only bo mentioned after the Injnuction of the Deity ; or it would 
have to be mentioued as describing the D 


he sity. But for yon neither could 
be possible; because of the ‘qualified Indra’ not having been mentioned 
‘anywhere else. 


That is to say, the relationship of mere Indra with the 
particular ‘graha’ (the Mahéndra) is not laid down anywhere; and 
hence it could not be possible for the qualification to be laid down solely 
with a view to the description of Indra contained therein; on the other 
hand, we have never found any such Deity as Great Indra’ laid down; 
and as auch it is not possible for ‘greatness’ to be spoken of as serving 
the purpose of pointing outa particolar Deity. And thus the mention 
‘in the passage in question, of the word Mahéudra, 
found elsewhere, we must admit it to be the Injuncti 

Sutra (19): So also with regard t 
Purõruc. 


The difference of names in these also is to be explained in the same 
way as that in the foregoing Mantra. That is to say, it is only in accord- 
ance with the aforesaid explanation that we could éxplain the separate 
mention of the Yäjyā and the Puronuvd y. 


Sutra (20): In the case of the ‘barren goat,’ we perceive 
the object as actually existing. 

[It has been urged above in Sutra 15, that the object laid down as the 
“barren goat’ is subsequently spoken of as ‘goat’ only, and hence the 
qualification ‘barren,’ and alao Frost, must be taken as qualifying the 
object, and not as having any independent significance, ] But the fact is 
that such objects as the ‘barren goat’ and the like, help the sacrifice, by 
their material forme; and as such all their specifications being directly 
perceptible, when it is found that the purpose is equally served by the 
use ofa generic form ‘goat’ only, the Mantra does not attach much im- 
portance to the actual words (“barren goat”) employed in the foregoing 
Injunction. _ a Thero anay bet as 

= : Objection: y be (a carrying ar 
a 1 0 to an action wherever mere tare mign 
‘atinctly useful purpose would be serve 
be the Deity; and as a distinctly u purp 


by it (there can be nothing objectionable in it). 


g included (in the Deity itself), 


being such as is not 
on of a distinct Deity. 


o the Yajy& and the 
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The Satra may be interpreted in two ways: I. “The Pürvapaksha 


“could be rightly renounced only if it were found to be opposed to a 
“strong authority. As a matter of fact, however, it is not so; because 
“the authority of Liaga (Indicative Power) of the words of a Hymn 
“is certainly much stronger than that of Order or Context, &c. ; and hence 
“we caunot very well give up the Parvapuksha theory.“ 


II. “The word ‘Indra’ being a part of the word ‘Mahéndra’ could 


“be taken as signifying the sense of the latter compound ; as by so doing 
“we reconcile the otherwise contradictory bearings of the Linga and the 
“ Krama; just as we have in the case of the word ‘ Agni as occurring in 


“the Manota (Vide X—iv—42). That is to say, it would not be neces- l 


“sary to remove the Hymn, as on account of close proximity, we could 
“accept the part ‘Indra’ to indicate the whole ‘ Mahéndra’; specially 
“agin so doing we avoid the contradiction between Linga and Krama, 
“and also the necessity of having to assume a transcendental result (for 
“the Hymn). For instance, in the case of the Agnishomiya, though we 
“find the word ‘ Agni’ alone in the Manota Mantra, yet finding, from con- 
“text, that it forms part of a compound (‘ Agnishoma’), we accept it 
“as indicating Soma also, and as such affording the sense of the whole 
“ compound. 

“Consequently there is nothing incompatible, even if wo do not 
“ remove the Hymn from its place.” 


Sutra (22): Reply: This could not be the case with those 
(Mantras) that are directly laid down. 


For instance, in 
and the like,—inasmuch 


tal results. And this may be said of all simila 
question). And hence we cann 
vient to the Deity. 


Sutra (23): 


r cases (as the in 
ot accept the Hymn to be merely suser 


Objection : “ But we actually perceive it,” 


(This Sutra procceds to show that the removin 
not make any Injunction useless). 


“Though Yama, &c., are not the Deities of the yrahas, 
“be indicated by the Mantras, as being of 


g of the Mantra would 


yet they could 


use m other actions. For 
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instance (1) the Mandaka Hymn is used in the Agni, as it is therein 
“laid down that the Fire is be drawn in with the Mandaka sukta; (2) 
“the Akshasitkta is employed in the Rajasilya, as therein it is laid down 
that the gambling is done with the dice (aksha) ; (8) the Mushikasakta 
“is employed in the Hkd@daging, as in this the sentence. ‘akhusté, Go., 
having described the connection of a certain place, this makes the 
Hymn one eulogising that place. As for the ‘ Kushumbhaka’ and other 
“hymns, if we do not find any particular use of these, we can accept them 
“as having their use in those cases where the general term Mantra is 
“used in the Injunction (and no particular Mantra is specified); as for 
“instance, we find that all Mantras are laid down as to be employed in 
“the Vacastoma. So too in the case of the Apvina sacrifice, it is laid 
“down that in case the sun should rise before the sacrifice is finished, all 
“ RE verses should be recited (as an expiatory rite), In cases like these, 
“however, inasmuch as we find that the Mantras laid down do not 
“ mention any object that appears in the sacrifice in its material form, 
“we have to accept the fact of their leading to transcendental results, 
“ But because a transcendental result is admitted in one case, that ig 
“no reason, why we should reject a visible purpose, even when it ig pre- 
“sent, and always assume a transcendental one. For instance, because 
“the recitiug of the Vaishnavi verse is found to serve only a transcen- 
dental purpose it does not follow that only transcendental results fol- 
“low also from that of the Tajya and the like, which are found to serve 
“distinctly visible purposes.” 


Sutra (24): Reply: Because of the fact of the direct men- 
tion (of the Genitive, &c.), the words ‘stauti’ and ‘ gansati ’ ap- 
pearing in the context, would have to be taken as having their use 
in bringing about distinct transcendental results (Apürvas). 


It has been urged that like the word ‘ Agni’ in the Manotd, the word 
‘Indra’ would indicate the sense of the compound,‘ Mabhsndra. But this 
is not correct, because there being nothing incompatible in the directly ex- 
pressed meaning of the word ‘Indra,’ there is no reason why it should 
gives: its direct denotation, (and take to indirect Indication)? And then 
again, us it would always be possible, by some sort of an indirect indi- 
cation, to find a visible result for all that is held to be lending to trans- 
condental results, —this process of interpretation is by no means allow- 
able. beet 

Then it has been urged that there would be nothing wrong, even if 
the Hymn were removed from its place. But it is not so; because Direct 
Assertion, as defined by Proximity, distinctly points to the 15 a the 
Hymn in question forming a part and parcel of the collection of Hymns 
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with which it is mentioned. And as for the functioning of Linga, it 
can have no injunctive potency, until the recognition of a general rela- 
tionship (between the Mantra and the Deity). 

That is tosay, if the case were such that it was absolutely definitely 
ascertained that the Hymn serves a visible purpose,—in that case alone 
could the Direct Assertion, defined by Proximity, be set aside. 
When, however, the case is such that it is only after the Hymn has been 
employed that its use is sought after, and the commencement of the action 
does not depend upon the use.—then the Hymn having been employed 
in accordance with the authority of Order and Proximity, it does not 
matter whether we assume a visible or an invisible result. As for the 
Hymn, when removed from its place, we do not find any reason 
for employing it in any other place. As for Linga, all that it could do by 
its power of pointing to the Deity, would be to point out the form of the 
Deity (and not its relationship with any action); and in that case it 


would bécome absolutely useless, Linga can have nothing to do with — 


regard to the expression of any relationship between the Deity and the 
Action. As a matter of fact, Linga is found to have an actually enjoin- 
ing force, only when the general relationship of the Deity with the Ac- 
tion has been defined by some Mantra or other,—and then there arising the 
question as to how the Deity would help the Action, what the Linga does 
is to point out the character of the Deity, thereby showing forth in what 
way that Deity is capable of helping the Action. In the case in ques- 
tion, however, we do not find any ground for such general relationship. 
Consequently if the Hymns are removed from these places, they cannot 
but become useless; and hence it is only right to accept the fact of their 
bringing about transcendental results. 

And further the vations case-endings that we come across—viz, the 
Locative in ‘ Kavatishu atuvati, the Genitive in ‘ Indrasya viryani’ and the Ac- 
cusative in praugam gansati’—as also the words “ Stauti’, Cansati’ ang 
the like, would have their direct meaning (only according to our theory); ac- 
cording to you, they will have to be taken as signifying something ols 
That is to say, the action of denoting the qualification and the qn li 
resting in the letters of a word, thus alone could the pr ‘ “yas 
Locative be explained. If, on the other hand, the K. Presence 1.“ the 
serving the purpose of patting aut le D * i 10 Kavati were vau AB 
to appear with the Instrumental ending. SP SAG ING, R al have 
hil Nor — 25 be rightly urged that, 

ulogy, the HKavati remains a me 
Taou N * ans and as 1 amenable to the Ins- 
comer pe , in our case the Kavati-hymn has the 
character o e substrate, as also that of the means; and hence it is 


quite optional in what way it is to be spoken of. As for the pointing out 


even if we accept it to be an 
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or manifestation of the Deity, all such manifestation in the first instance 
must reside in (have for its substrate) the Self of the person ; and sub- 
sequent to the comprehension of the character of the Action, the mani- 
festation of the Deity (as the Result) resides in the Deity; while as for 
the Kavati, it must always remain the Instrument or means (of that mani- 
festution); and this makes a great difference between the two theories. 
Then again, the injunction or Bhavan@ of eulogy—in the words 
‘ Stauti’, ‘Cursati’—is cognised as extending over a definite period of 
time; and in this Injunction, the denotation of the Root serves as the 
means; while all the other nouns, with the several endings, come to be 
related, only inasmuch as they help in the fulfilment of the Root. Thus 
then, when the mantras serve the purpose of accomplishing the Hymns, 
then, inasmuch as they accomplish sömething that is desired, they serve 
a purpose laid down in the Scriptures, and as such come to have a dis- 
tiuctly useful end. When they do the manifestation of the Deity, ou the 
other hand, they do something that is not laid down in the Scriptures ; 
and as such are found not to serve any apparent purpose. Hence it is 


more reasonable by far to have the Hymns serving distiuctly useful 
purposes, 


Further, for us, tho genitivo (in ‘Indraysa viryari’ ete.,”) directly 
expresses the subordinate character of tho Deity; and that which is 
subordinate cannot be the predominant factor; hence it being impossible 
for the Deity to be the predominant factor, the mantras could not be taken 
as subservient to them; and consequently predominance must be attributed 
to the Hymn. If in the case in question, predominance belonged to the 
Deity, then being expressible by a noun only, the word mentioning it 
would be found with the nominative ending, which could not express any- 
thing else,— as we find in the sentence ‘agnirmardha, Go., &e. In tho 
case in question, however, even that which we find haviug the nominative 
ending is actually found,—on account of the fact of the homogeneity of = 
Sentence as preceded by the capability of the words used,—to be for the 
Purpose of expressing the connection of the qualification ; as for in- 
stance,—‘ Indro yato jangamasydvasitasya raja.” And as there is n0 0 
of the qualifications, these cannot be accepted as the predominant factor ; 
— the only reasonable course open to us is to accept the word 
expressive of the Deity to be subservient to the Hymn (which latter 
not be taken as subserviently pointing out the Deity). 
There should be a stop in the Bhashya after the word ‘ Satyam’ (as 
could not be construed in anyway). 
of Arthavada, inasmuch as all other 
dings) would become useless, —even 
siblo for the word expressing the 


herwise the word 

Thus then according to the laws 

words (save those with nominative en 

though, in the first instance, it is pos 
71 
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Deity to bö the predominant factor, yet the only rightful course is to 
ake it along with the sentence, only as subsidiary to the Eulogy. 

And thus the words Stanti and ‘ Cursati’ cannot in any way be taken 
as serving the purpose of the indirect indication (of the Deity); and as 
such predominance must be attached to the Eulogistio Hymn only. 


Sütra (25): Because of the distinctness implied by the word. 


We find it declared in the Veda that “ the Agnishtoma is accem- 
panied by twelve Hymns”; and here the mention of the number“ EE, 
shows that each hymn is distinct by itself. If it were not so, and ifa 
the hymus eqnally served the purpose of pointing out the Deity, ihe, 
conld be no mention of the number ‘twelve.’ If, on the other hand, 
the manifestation of the Deity by all the Hymns be not accepted to be 
identical, a distinct Deity would come to be pointed by each verse, and 
by each word, and thus being innumerable, they could not be spoken of 
as ‘twelve ` , 

The opponent might urge—“ The samo argument applies to the case 
“of Hymns also; if all the Hymns be considered identical, then there is 
“only one Hymn; if they are distinct, then each verse would constitute 
“a hymn; and there is no third alternative, which wonld be in keeping 
“with the mention of ‘twelve.’ If again, the collection of a definite 
“ number of verses be taken as one Hymn, in accordance with the musi- 
“cal hiatus perceptible in certain definite places,— then we can have the 
“same definitiun with regard to the manifestation of the Deity also.“ 

To this we mako the following reply: Inasmuch as all actions have 
their end in certain definite results, they are counted in accordance with 


the unmber of results; and hence in the case in question, inasmuch as we 


lpirvas) appearing, we con- 
also. On the other hand, if 
pose ot pointing out Deities, then, 
Id be done by each verse and each 
8 of ascertaining the end of the Action 
° ground for mentioning the definite 
however, tho mantras are taken to Serve the 
about certain transcendental results 
ely by means of Scriptures, there would 
for holding the Appearance of that result prior ¢ 
hiatus (that is taken as the clos 

would be found to be 


cortain number 


» Such results 
be no ground 
arance of the 
i and the result 
collection of a 
Of this result 
tion (of Hymning), 
naturally determino tho 


ing sign of one 
accomplished only by mean 
of verses; and the final 
being taken as the mark of the end of 


=the namber ‘twelve’ of the rosult 


S of the 
“ccomplishmens 
a particular 
s would 


Ae 
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number of Hymns also to be twelve. There is no ground for assuming the 
appearance of such a transcendental result, either from each verse, or 
from all the Hymns taken together. Whereas in the case of manifestation 
(of Deity), we actually perceive tho word and the Deity. 


Stra (26): The mention would be absolutely useless. 


In the case of such sentences agnéya graha bhavanti’ and then again, 
“Ganeyishu stuvanti’; inasmuch of Vedic verses are incapable of being 
assumed or tampered with, the former sentence being enough for the pur- 
poses of pointing out the fact of the dynéyi’-mantras being the means 
of hymning Agni, there would be absolutely no use for the second sen- 
tence. That is to “say, if the word -[gnéyt. only served the purpose of 
pointing out the fact of Ayni being the Deity, then the employing of 
these Hymns would be enjoined by the first sentence itself; nud hence 
there would be no use for the second sentence, Asn matter of fact, how- 
ever, the second sentence should be taken as serving the purpose of 
pointing out the Hymn as an independent Action. 


Sutra (27): Because we distinctly find the meanings of the 
two to be different. 

All relationship being based upon a certain difference between the 
objects related,—inasmuch as we lind the two sorts of Hymns ‘ Stotra’ 
and tlie Custra ? mentioned as related to each other, these two must be 
taken as distinct from each other, which could not be, if both equally 
served the purpose of pointing out the Deity. 

Objection: “Both the Stotra and the Çastra being equally stuti 
“the above argument would apply to the case of that also. As for the 
“ fact of the two being two different individuals, those grounds of difference 
“ could be urged in favour of the Pirvapaksha also.” 

The reply to this would bo in the shapo of the arguments brought 
forward above in connection with the d of the number ticelve. 
That is to say, the transcendental si following from the Stotra and the 
Castra being totally distinct, 1618 on the ground of this difference in the 
results that the Actions themselves are held to be different ; and on this 
difference would be based the mention of their relationship. While as for 


the manifestation of the Deity, there is no such difference either in the 


action of manifestation or in its results. 


Sutra (28): The mention too is accompanied by the Ac- 


cusative. 


` .9 2 
. an © -ugam çuùńsali, inasmuch as the Pra-uya- 
I. Such mention as ‘pre-ugam § y 
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Hymn is spoken of by means of the Accusntive, this would be another 
argument in favour of the view that the Hymn is a principal by itself. 
The principal Action is always such as is desired for its own sake (and aB 
such accompanied by the Accusative ending)—e. g., ‘ agnihotram quhoti, 
‘ Gghdramaghdrayati.’ This could not be the case with the subsidiary. 
Actions, which are wholly subordinated to others, and as such not desired 
iu themselves. 

II. The Sutra may be explained in another way: The very men- 
tion of the two names Stotra’ and ‘Castra’ is meant to point to the fact 
of these being principal Actions; otherwise the word used should have been 
prakagana (manifestation) only; or there would be no name at all, as in 
the case of the words avahanit’ and the like. 


Sutra (29): Because of the fulfilment of the result. i 


The particular degirable results that are asked for in the Manira | 
would be possible, only if the Hymn were a principal action by itself; be- i 
cause requests are always preferred to one who occupies the predominant i i 
position. According to you, on the other hand, the Results would be 

asked for from the Deity, which you bold to be the predominant ‘4! 
factor, as in the case of ordinary sacrifices ; because so long as the Master 
(Principal factor—Deity) exists, no one would think of preferring his re- 
quest to the servant (the Subsidiary-Hymn which serves the purpose of | 
manifesting the Deity). 


— eee a TE r 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


[TREATING (A) OF THE NON-INJUNCTIVENESS OF MANTRAS, anp (B) or 
Denotation AS THE THIRD FONCTION OF VERBS. ] 


Sutra (30): The Vidhi and the Mantra serve the same 
purpose, inasmuch as they contain the same words. 


In accordance with the Bhashya, the Adhikarana is explained as 
follows: Taking for example certain Mantras, there arises a question as 
to whether or not the injunctive words occurring in them serve the 
purpose of enjoining, as do thase occurring in the Brahmapa passages. 
And on this, the position of the Pürvapaksha is that, inasmuch as the 
words in the Mantra are the same as those in the Brahmans, thore is no 
reason why the former should not have injunctive potency. And this is met 
by the Siddhanta, which holds that, inasmuch as it is a Mantra, and has its 
subject already laid down in other passages, it cannot have any injunctive 
potency; hence all that the Mantra does at the time of the performance 
of the sacrifice is to recall to the mind that which has been previously 
laid down in the Brahmana passage. That is to say, the action Goyaga, 
for instance, spoken of in the Mantra is not different from the same action 
möôntioned in the Brahkmana, because it is actually recognised as the same; 
nor does the Mantra lay down any accessories of the action (with regard 
to which it might be taken to have an injunctive potency) ; nor, lastly, can 
it be taken as containing an eulogy of something enjoined in another 
sentence ; because the Mantra is an independent sentence altogother, and 
as such cannot be taken along with any other sentence. 

In contradistinction to serving the purpose of recalling to the mind that 
which has been laid down elsewhere, all that the Mantra could be taken 
as, would be an Injunction or an Arthavada. As matter of fact, however, 

none of these is possible. In the first place, the form of the Action, that 
would form the object of injunction, is already known as laid down else- 
where; as for its accessories, M the shape of the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, none of these js mentioned in the Mantra, which therefore 
cannot be taken as laying down these. Secondly, when the injanction in 
the case occura in another (Brabmane) passage, which has all its needs 
already fulfilled, it is not possible for the Mantra to be taken as an 
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Arthacfida to that Injunction. This we have already explained under the 
Adhikarana on Mantras (Adhyaya I). For these reasons, Mantras should 
be taken only as recalling what bas already b eu enjoined elsewhere. 


Against the above explanation of the Adlikurund we bring forward 
the follo» cir objections :— : 

(1) What reason is there by which the injunctive potency of the 
verb is suppressed simply by the fact of its vecnrring inthe Mantra, and is 
enlivencd by appearing in the Brahmaus We actually find verbs in 
Mantras serving the purposes of injunetion, e v , “ Vusuntāya Kapingalana- | 
lubhaté ; and conversely there ire. sometimes, verbs occurriug in the Bräh- 
mana, not having the injunctive potency : —e. g., Yusyobhayam havirārti- | 


„cl. yee’ Therefore there can be no such absolute rule as has been 


shown in the above Siddhiata 

(2) Further, if the Mantra be taken as supplementary to the Brah- 
mana, si:-ply on the ground of the action having been enjoined in the 
latter, —why could not we take the Brähmana injunction itself as simply 
recalling the actior previously enjoined by the Mantra ? That is to say, 
there is no special reason whereby it could be ascertained whether tho 
Mantra, having its injunctive potency suppressed by tho fact of the Action 
having been enjoined by the Brähmana, 5 8 6 8 serve the purpose recalling 
the action thus enjoined, or vice verse. Thus then, we conclude that, inas- 
much as neither the Mantra nor ee sales ag 18 capable of being taken 
as supplementary, special as 1 no feature in either that coule, 
wint it out as distinctly agp ce A both are equally AOS UIE se 
Aud us for the repetition of the same Injunction—as occuring in the H= 
tru aud in the Braihmapu—we can tuke the two as two distinct actions. Ag 
for the fact of the one being recognised to be the same as the other - 
shall explain this under the © Abhydsadhikarann” (V 1—11—. 1 5 
Thorefore the non-injuuctive character of Mantras caunot be taken as 
established in the above manner. 

Some people assert that, inasmuch as the Mantras aro laid down by 
the Brihmanas, as instrumental in the performance of sacrifices,—exactly 
as the corn, Go., ave,—they cannot have any injauctive potency, just og 
the corn, &c., have none. 

But these people also have only been led astray by a misleading sem- 
blance between the two cases. Because tho mere fact of the Mantra being 
laid down in the Brahmana as to be employed in the sacrifice cannot do 
away with its injunctive potency. Therefore the Mantras would serve the 


injunctive purpose, and also, on account of their being laid down in the 


an 
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Präbmapa, serve to recall that which has been enjoined by the Brahmans. 
Because there is no authoritative law which lays down that that which 
has been laid down as to be employed cannot serve the purposes of an 
Injunction ; specially if it happens to be naturally endowed with the injune- 
tive potency. If, however, the presence of this potency in the Mantra be 
denied absolutely,—then it would be altogether needless to bring forward 
the fact of its having been laid down as to be employed, for the purpose 
of denying that potency (because much reasoning is not required in 
denying what is impossible). Nor is there any self-contradiction in 
the fast of the Mantra performing both the functions. For instance, 
even the Brahmana, though in itself injunctive, could serve the purpose 
of recalling something enjoined elsewhere; this we shall explain under 
the Sūtra V—i—16. l 

And further, in the case of those Mantras that are not laid down in 
any Brahmana passage, as to he employed in a sacrifice, yonr argument 
being inapplicable, there would be no gronnd for denying the injunctive 
potency of these. Hence even this argument of yours does not help in 
the matter. 

p 

As 2 matter of fact, however, there is no necessity of bringing in the 
Mantras, especially ın the present Adhikarana, as they have no parti- 
cular connection with the present context. Hence we explain the 
Adhikarana otherwise, as iollows:— À 

Verbs have been declared, in the preceding Adhikarana, to be of two- 
kinds only—the Primary and the Subsidiary. And the question tow 
otarted is as to whether these are the only two methods of the functioning 

wor Vhs or thero is yet another method. And the position of the Pūrva- 
paksha is that there is no third method. : 
„ In reply to this Parvapaksha, we bave the following 


ES 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sitra (31): But, because of the power of usage, the Mantra 


would express mere denotation- . 

There is a third method—that of denotation, Just consider the fol- 
lowing: Those verbs, that have their PAS ae 1 by the 
Presence of such words as yat and the like se S hich make that 
which they precede, an Uddégya, aud which ee „ be tho 
Vidheya or- object of Injunction), must, in all cases, 8e fe „ 
eimplo Denotation. That is to say, whether the verb 1 17 t aside by 
or in the Brahmuna, when its injunctive potency happens to be set aside by 
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the presence of another word, then, in that case, the verb must be admitted 
to be denotative. ` 

Examples: (1) In ‘na tānaçanti, So., the Injunctive having become 
suppressed by tho word ‘yat,’ becomes supplementary. (2) In ‘ahe 
budhniya mantram mé gopaya,’ the suppression is by the Vocative end- 
ing. (3) In ‘dāmi grhnāmi,’ it is done by the First Person ending. (J) 
In ‘yadi somamapahareyuh,’ it is done by the word yadi.’ 

The fact is that such instances occur mostly in Mantras; and that is 
the reason why the Bhashya has mentioned the Mantras only ; specially as 
it is a common idea that Mantras are not injunctive. In Brahmanas, on tho 
other hand, there are many Injunctive affixes, and that is why the 
Brabmana is commonly known to be injunctive. And it is only a very few 
instances where the Brahmanas are not injunctive; that is tho reason why 
no Brahmana passage has been cited as an instance. 

In the matter of the Braimana or the Mantra being injunctive or not, 
there is no other reason save that which has been explained above (viz., 
the presence or absence of such words as jar and the like); and the pre- 
sence or absence of the injunctive potency is not determined by the fact 
of the sentence being a Mantra ov a Bradhmana. 

But we do perceive the following point of difference (between the 
Mantra and the Brahmana): In the case of the Brdhmana, the injunc- 
tive potency of the verb occurring in it having been suppressed (by tho 
above causes), this Verb comes to be recognised as serving the purpose of 
pointing out something which affords the occasion for another action ; 
and the mere verbal form of the Brahmana is not capable of being 
employed in the sacrifice. In the case of the Mantra, on the other hand, 
as soon as we learn its form—such as dami’ ‘ grhndmi, S . “anes. 
vihara, &., &., We at once realise that even the verbal fort un 
serve the purpose of recalling certain actions; and hence we come to 
the conclusion that the words of the Mantras are to be nae? in fin 
gnerifice. Because in the performance of Actions, it is necessary tuac ce 
should be a recalling (or remembering) of certain things; and inas- 
much as this recalling cannot be done by any means othor than Mantras 

(vide Mantradhikarapa Adh. I), we find it only accomplished by such 
Mantras as have no other function. That is to say, at the timo of tho 
performance of a eacrifice, nothing enn be duly performed, unless 1 
duly remembered, and thus the recalling of certain things being absolutel 

necessary, it would stand in need of a fit means of its accomplishment, 
and as such it would begin to take up such means as either the Weng 
of the words of the Injunetive Brāhmana passage, or the recalling of ahat 
has been performed in the preceding moment, or the remembering of the 
Kalpasūtra bear ing on the point, or the recalling of the very sentence 
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Which gave the first idea of that action, or a certain witnessing priest 
chiefly employed for that purpose. Consequently when, at such a time, 
it is found that there are certain Mantras mentioned in the con- 
text, which have no other purpose to serve,—and which are taken 
along with the injunctive sentence, with .a vague general notion 
that something might be done by them,—and it is realised that. 
these Mantras are just the sort of sentences that are required for 
the purposes of reminding, —we come to infer, on the strength of Linga 
aud Context, a Çruti passage laying down the employing of these Mantras ; 
and then these come to serve the purpose of simple Denotation. And 
it is also ascertained that it is only when we perform the action as 
recalled by these Mantras that the proper desirable results folfow, 

Now we have to explain the Bhashya in accordance with the above 
interpretation of the Adhikarena. The assertion of the Bhéshya—.. 
Na, asakrdapyuccdrané tatpuryãt — does not refer to the fact of the 
Action having been already enjoined elsewhare. What it means is that 
on account of the presence of. the word * yat,” the verb in the Mantra: 
distinctly says that the Mantra speaks.of something laid down elsewhere. 
If the Verb, with the words ‘yat,’ &o.,. be. uttered even a handred times, 
it can never, ‘by. itself, give rise to any idea of an Apirva; and it is on 
account of this fact that we have the idea of the action being laid down 
else where. 


„ 


SE A ee. WN Ae 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
Explunation of the name ‘ Mantra.’ 


Sūtra (32): The name ‘Mantra’ applies to those of which the 
purpose is Denotation. 


As shown above, there is no significance attaching to the special citing 
of Mantras in the preceding Adhikarana: it is only by the way that the 
Sutra brings in a definition of what is meant by the word Mantra, 
us it occurs in the previous Sutra. And as it is introduced only by the 
way, there is no necessity why this Adhikarana should have preceded the 
last one (as mentioned in the Bashya). Specially as the last Adhikarana 
could have been discussed, without any reference to Mantras, basing the 
discussion upon any ordinary sentence. As for the Author of the Bhashya, 
he has laid stress upon the order of the Adhikaranas, simply because 
he attached importance to the use of the word ‘Mantra’ in the last 
Sitra. i 

The sense of the Sara is that the name Mantra’ applies to those 
that serve the purpose of denoting or recalling,—the compound ‘ taccodaka’ 
being explained as a Bakuvrihri. The Bhashya mentions the Genitive 
form, with a view simply to the verbal explanation, 

This definition has beer given here, for the sake of its terseness 
specially because it is thus that it is spoken of among teachers and students 
and other experienced people, and also because it applies to almost all 
Mantras. 

_ The Bhashya (p. 125) says that a definition has been given, because it 

is not possible always to teach by the system of prshta@kota. And the g 

of this is, that without a definition, the teach l one 

the trouble of pointin t — — e 

this would be as pai g on 1. aud every Mantra to his student, and 
as painful a process as the curvings of the back undergone 


at the time when many thin 78 rou 0 V to be 
a f nd i e 


On this point we have the following verses : 
— e come to the end of all individual ob 
ss 5 1 1 is only by means of a definition 
er = such individuals. The Vrtti bas given the following 
Chen ini ima: of different kinds of Mantras: (1) Endingin ‘asi’; 

zug in ‘vam’; (3) making a request ; (4) praise; (5) number; 


Even the great Sages, 
jects that have to be 
that the learned get 
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(6) useless talk; (7) complaint; (8) direction; (9) searching; (10) 
question; (11) answer to some question; (12) distant jelationship: (13). 
employment; and (14) capability. 
As au example of (6) we have ‘akshi të Indra pingalé duleriva — duli’ 
Tortoise. Of (12) we have ‘pratipunātu çabdamecchidrēna pavitréna. 
By ‘capability’ (14) is meant the power of expression. In ‘y min 
dugdhavantasta Eva nirikrtavaniah, we have the complaint (7) of the cow, 
In ‘ Amutah somamãhara, occurring in the story of Garuda, we have 
the direction (8) of Vinata to her son Garnda. In. Peda karnavatim — 
sirmim’—where ‘ siirmi’-pole—we havean instance of question (10). (For 


the example of others vide Bhashya, p. 126.) 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
` Explanation of the word Brahmana.’ 
Sutra (33): The name Brähmana is applied to the rest: 


The Bhashya says: Since the definition of Brahmana could be inferred 
from that of the Mantra—as all that is not Mantra is Brihmanam 
therefore it is not necessary to give a definition of Brahmana, Ard at 
first sight the sense of the Bhashya appears to be thaf under the 
circumstances, it was not necessary to introduce the Sūtra, But as a 
matter of fact, inasmuch as we find the word rest in the Sutra, 
which does not give any independent definition of the Brahmana, it is clear 
that the above passage of the Bhizhya is only an amplification of the 
Sutra. 

Question: “ What, then, was the use of bringing in this Suira ?” 
: Answer: There would have been no use of introducing it, if it were 
known to all men that the Veda consists only of Brdhmanas and Mantras. As 
a matter of fact however, there are many people who are ignorant 
of this fact; and since such people are liable to entertain the notion 
that there may be a third kind of Vedic sentence, therefore it is absolutely 
necessary to state clearly that all that is not Manira, in the Veda, ig 
Brähmana. i i 
The different kinds of the Brahmana are enumerated in the Bhashya : 
J A eye 7 ya: 
Parakrti (1) is the description of something done previously by a si 
erson ; Purtkalpa’ (2) that of s i ingle 
P ; 4 . omething done by many people; Vyavadha 
raꝝa · xalhanã (8) is that in which a fact that appears on the face of 
tence, is assumed to be otherwise on account of the peculiarities of the ane 
ceding and following contexts,—e.g., we meet with the 3 Pre- 
‘pratigrthniyat varundstam pratigrhnãti, Passage * Yo'fwam 


; and as it is t. z 
means that one who accepts the gift of a horse is seized by e aee 
se 


of ‘Varuna’; but on looking more closel 
g y at the conte 
what is actually meant is that the disease seizes him ci Bid find that 
the horse ; and hence the word ‘ pratigrhniyat’ is ch Ses away 
‘ pratigrihayati.’ anged into 
„The Bhadshya uses the word 


‘ Vidhilakehanam: and in thi 
‘ Vidhi*- Brakmana. RRR 


ADHIKARANA (111. m 
{Treating of the. fact of the Oharacter of Mantra not belonging to the 
oA modifications in ik.) 


Sutra (34): The character of Mantras does not belong to that 
which is not actually mentioned in the Veda, as it is only with 
reference to the sentences actually mentioned in the Veda that we 
have the above distinction. ` 5 e e 


The Mantra ‘ Agnayé jushtam airvapdmi —whieh is laid down as one 
to be employed in connection with the offering to Agni—is modified into 
‘ Saryaya’ Co., when the offering is made to Sürya; and here we have 
an instance of modification ( Uha’ ). And when the presiding ‘Reshis 
of the family of the sacrifices are recounted, we have what is called the 
‘ Pravara. And when the Sacrificer, and his son, etc., are named, we have 1 
what is called ‘ Namadhéya,’—e:g., in the Subrahmanya, the declaration 
is made that “ it is Devadatta who is offering the sacrifice.” ~ 

what POURVAPAKSHA. Ila 

“ And inasmuch as all these are covered by the aforesaid definition - 
of Mantra, and as they appear within the body of thé Mantra, we must admit 
them to be actual Mantras. Ce os 
„ SIDDHANTA. [A] 2 

And the reply to the, above is that in all that is found in the Veda, l 
only those are Mantras that bave: actually. been spoken of as such by 
the learned authorities; and mere denotativeness (of something connected 
with the sacrifice) is not a specific characteristic of Mantras. . 


Another question in connection with this is :—“ When only one word 
in a Mantra is modified, does the whole Mantra lose its Mantrio character, 
or it is only the modifed word that does so?” i 


And on this we have the following 


PÜRBVAPAKSHA. [B] 


ache whole Mantra ceases to be a Manira, becanse the name 
“ t Mantra’ is applied to a certain conglomeration of vowels and consonants 
“arranged in a definite order: and hence as soon 88 the slightest change 


571 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. 11—PADA I—ADHI (11). 

That is to say, when 
at which has been 
Mantra.“ 


“is made in this, the name ceases to apply to it. 
“in a Mantra the slightest part is changed from th ae 
“known to be its form, it ceases to be recognised as tha $ 
“If it be held that the character of ‘Mantra’ would > i note 92285 
“part (namely that which has not been modified), 1 — p 170 ar 
in ordinary parlance, would become Mantras, inasmuch as All of them 
“form parts of certain Mantras. Consequently the modification of ove 
“the slightest letter having set aside the character of the Mantra, 
“it ceases to be amenable to all processes attendant upon a i 
“And then just as in the case of a modified Mantra, any mistake, whether 
“in the modified or in the unmodified part, would not make the 
“sacrificer liable to an expiatory rite, so also there wonld not apply 
“to such a Mantra any of those expressions that are laid down with reference 
“to the Mantra or the Veda; and hence even when & single word, or 
“part of a word, happens to be modified, all the specifice Vedic 
„processes (of grammar, accent, &c.) cease to apply to hg Mantra; and 
“then what has to be used is the word of ordinary parlance. 


To this we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA. [B] 


Itis only the modified portion that ceases to be Mantra; because 
the generic form of the Mantra having been ascertained to exist in a cer- 
tain sentence, that generic character does not entirely disappear 
by a mere excess or diminution in a certain part of it. For instance, 
when a swelling appears on the neck of the cow, or when its 
horns have disappeared, itdoes not entirely cease to be a ‘cow '; and tho 
reason of this is that there aro other parts of its body that are enough 
to show that it belongs to the class ‘ Cow’; and we find that so long as even 
a part of the original body remains, the whole body is recognised as the 
same. In the same manner, it is a fact of ordinary perception ling 
the character of a Mantra manifested by the presence of a number of 
vowels and consonants arranged in a definite order, does not entire] 
disappear on the slightest modification made in it. y 
> For instance, there are many cases where the change of a letter 
its deletion, or some modification in the accent, is actually laid a 

in tho Scriptures; and certainly when these changes happen to b . 
in n Mantra, it does not cease to be n Mantra; ¢.9.—(1) a eee e made 
in tho Veda ‘Airam krtvodygéyam’ (the Mantrx should be p 

the word ‘gira’ has been changed into ira); (2) thoug! — after 
has three accents, at tho time of the red: gh a certain Muntra 
laid d e If Tn Up OE Ihe Vala; sob ibis 
wd down as to be recited in a single accent, at the time of the 


or 


e direction 
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performance of. sacrifices ; and in neither of these two cases, do people ` 
cease to think of the Mantras (thus modifed) as Mantras. ae 


It might be urged that in the cases cited, the Mantric character i 


is not denied, because of the modifications having been made in ac- 
cordance with directions contained in the Veda. ae 
But this explanation is scarcely satisfactory, because all that the 
Vedic direction does is to lay down that the Mantra is to be used in a 
particular wuy, ‘and it does not declare that the Mantric character 
does not cease thereby. Nor is it necessary that all that is laid 
down as to be employed has the character of the Mantra; for we 
find that Corns are laid down as to be employed in sacrifices; and certainly 
Mantric character does not belong to these Corns; and thus it comes 
to this, that the said Vedic directions lay down the use of non-Mantric 
sentences, But the sentences cannot be said to be non-Mantrio; as 
they are actually recognised as Mantras. Consequently it must be 
admitted that the non-Mantric character belongs to the ¡modifed word 
rd aud the rest, and not to the whole sentence. But as & matter of 
fact, even of the modified words like those just cited; we cannot totally 
deny the Mantrio character; because when we have looked into the 
whole of the Veda, from the very beginning, we come to the conclusion 
that in certain cases, the Mantra contains the word ‘‘ gird,’ while in 
others it contains ‘dra’ (this latter when we recall the direction ‘ Airam 
krtva, Go.) and that in certain cases, the Mantra has three accents, 
` while in others it has only one. ae ee 
Objection: If such be the case, then all modifications would have 
“the character of Afantrus; because even in the case of the modifica- 
“tions that are made in the subsidiary sacrifices in accordance with the 
„Primary ones, when we have looked over the direction that ‘the Subsi- 
“ diary is to be performed as the Primary —we could have the iden 
(authorised by the said direction) that ‘in the Primary the Mantra 
“should contain the word ‘Agni’ and in the Subsidiary it should contain 
“the word Sura 
Reply: The two cases are not identical; because in @ case where 
the change is in due accordance with an express direction of the Veda; 
the Mantric character is admitted; in case, however, of the changes 
being assumed, on the sole strength of reasoning, the Mantric character 
can never be admitted. That is to say, on looking into the Vedic 
direction we come to the following conclusion: in that caso the Mantra 
is of this form and in the other case of that form. On the other 
hand, words like ‘Sirya’ are introduced in place of the words like 
‘Agni,’ simply on the streugth of the exigencies of circumstances and 
reasoning; and certainly no Mantric character cap be ascertained by 


out that at the time that the offering is being poured ont, the name i l 


„ Agni’ into Saria and that of Gira’ into Id. 
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mere reasoning, and this makes a deal of difference between the two 
cases. 155 
Oection: “Inasmuch as we find Alidega (transference of words) 
“to be a process authorised by the Veda, we must admit all modification 
“ &c., to be so authorised; or otherwise they would be wholly without. 
authority. For certainly, it is not a fact to be determined by Sense- 
“perception that a relation of subserviency subsists between any two. 
“actions, Therefore there can be no difference between the change of 
Reply: It is true that modification too is authorised by the Veda; 
in fact it is for this reason that the Sūtra denies the Mantric character 
in all that is not actually mentioned in the Veda. Of the Vedn certain 
portions are directly perceived, hile others are ouly inferred. _ And it 
is “only that which is directly perceived that is said to be Amnata i) 
(‘Actually Mentioned’). And, as a matter of fact, we do not find any 
direct mention of the change ok Agni’ iuto ‘ Surya,’ as we do that of 0 
changing ‘ Gira’ into Tra. . 
Objection: But we find the Vedic injunction ‘ Sauryam carum 10 
nirvapdt and inasmuch as the Deity is always mentioned in thé 
“text of the Veda, the said injunction wonld serve to lay down the use. il 4 
“ of the word Sarya.’” . 
Kepliy: The injunctiog you speak of does not Iny down the putting in 
of the word ‘Sarya’ into the Mantra; as all that it does is to point 


of ‘Sarya’ should be pronoanced as ‘ Suryaya Svaha” and not that 
it should be introduced into the body of thb Mantra, which could bo: i 
done only by Atiddga’ (Transference). And inasmuch as all sentences 
laying down such ‘Transference’ are inferred by reasonings, they cannot 
be said tobe ‘directly mentioned in the Veda.“ And consequently,. the 
use of the word ‘Sirya’ being found to be laid down by sentences not: 
directly mentioned in the Veda, no Mantric character cau belong to 
it. : | 
Objection: Ik such be the case, then, inasmuch as the ‘Recounting : 
“of the Pravara, and the Naming of the Sacrificer, are directly laid dow, 
- «they would have to be accepted as Mantras.” i 
Reply: This would certainly be the case if the act 
of such Recounting, &c., were mentioned in the Veda. 
fact, however, we find that the said ‘Recounting, &c. 
with the sense of a general injunction,—e.g : 
should be recounted, ”— and not in a form literally mentioned in the Veda; i 
and as such they are not included among Mantras. it 
Oljection: “If such „be the case, then in a case where the V ‘| 


ual verbal forms J 
As a matter f, 
„ ave dune in necorhunce 
“The Pravara-Rshis | 


ASS 


edie 
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“injunction mentions only a pronoun, if the sacrificer pronounces another 
“name in its place, the character of the Mantra would not belong to it.” 
Some people admit that it would be so. But the fact is that there 
being an endless number of individuals, and these too not all exist- 
ing at one and the same time, it is absolutely impossible for all 
of them to be directly mentioned in the Veda; the only way in 
which the pronouncing of the sacrificer’s name, &c., could be laid 
down, is by means of a Pronoun (which refers equally to all nouns) ; 
and it is clear in this case that the Pronoun has been put in simply 
becanse the place could not be left blank; and hence that the Mantra 
actually contains the word (the name) that is being brought in (in place 
of the Pronoun). Otherwise, the Pronouns not being capable of being 
used, in case they did not serve the purpose of mentioning the particular 
names (to be subsequently brought in), the place in the Mantra now 
occupied by the Pronoun would be left blank and the form of the Mantra 
would be deficient in that part, and the use of the Pronoun would be 
absolutely useless. And the injunction of these being in the generic 
form, like those of the Recounting of the Pravara, &c., we assume the 
use of words in the places left blank. And thus we find that such words 
are actually ‘directly mentioned’; and as such they could very well be 
endowed with the properties of the Mantra. The specific names of the 
Pravara, &c., on the other hand have not the slightest trace of themselves 
at the time of the actual reciting of the Mantra; because the Brahmana 
passage dealing with them, do not make any mention of the specific forms 
of these names; and as such, we could not attribute to them the Mantric 
character, even on the basis of the fact of the newly-introduced names 
being explanatory to the Brahmana. Consequently, in the case of the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices, there being a chance of the whole Mantra being 
employed, in accordance with the denotation of the Mantra itself, as also 
the injunctions of certain Rshis, certain other words are thrown into it, on 
account of the absence of certain conditions of the original Primary sacrifice, 
and the presence of new ones; and it is only these words that are of the 
character of ordinary parlance, and not of that of the Mantra; the 
rest, however, is just as it was originally laid down, and is actually 
recognised as a Mantra required by the Sacrifice; and consequently this 
latter cannot be absolved from the processes of accentuation, &c., conse- 


4-- upon Vedic character; nor would a mistake in this be free from the 
expiatory rites. 
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ADHIKARANA (12). 
Definition of Rk. 


Sūtra (35): Among the Mantras, the name ‘Rk’ is given to 
those wherein there is a division into metrical feet, in accordance 
with the limitations of the meaning. 


Though the definition of these various classes of Mantras has got no 
direct connection with the subject-matter of the Adhyaya, yet the Sutras 
treat of them, because a consideration of these is connected with Mantras, 
a consideration whereof was introduced in connection with the question 
as to their primary or secondary character. 


Inasmuch as the meaning of words is cognisable through the usage * 


of old experienced people, even though the definition has been given by 
the Sutra, yet the Bhashya speaks of the teaching of trustworthy persons 
as the very root of all verbal denotation. 

In the case of the Rk‘ Agnih piirhvébhhih &c. there is no verb in the 
first foot, and as such, there being no sense completed within it, the 
division into feet in this case is in accordance with the metre and not 
the meaning. 

Objection: “In the case of the Rk Agnimilè c., also, inasmuch 
“as the whole Rk contains the expression of a single sense, the sense 
“ig not completed in each foot, aud consequently in this case also the 
“ division into feet cannot be said to be based upon the sense.” \ 

Reply: Why cannot it be said to be so ? In the first foot of the Rk 
we actually find the completion of a single sense. And as for the in- 
completeness of the sense of the other two feet, as a matter of fact 
those two also are not incomplete; as the sense of them also is completed 

by the supplying of the verb ‘ila.’ Hence it is rightly said that in this ü 
case the foot-division is in accordance with the meaning. The -Bhash | 
does not mean that in this case the foot-division does not d C | 
the exi i ; pend upon 7 

Sencies of metre. And hence there can be nothing against th t } 
of these Mantras having the character of the ‘ Rk,’ ata 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
Definition of Sama. 


Sūtra (36): The name ‘Sama’ is given to songs. 


„Among Mantras — tésham —has to be supplied to this SHtra from 
the previous Sitra. In this case also the Bhashya brings in the authority 
of the teachings of trustworthy persons, in the same mauner as in the last 
Sūtra. The mention of the instances ‘Curd is sour,’ &., should have 
been made in the preceding Sūtra ; but the Bhashya did not do so; because 
it did not attach much importance to it, Or, it may be that the examples 
have been cited here, with a view to show that, ‘just as, even 
though there are many attributes in the Curd and in the Sugar, yet the 
words ‘sour’ and ‘sweet’ only express the peculiar tastes of the curd 
and the sugar respectively, so in the same manner, the word ‘Sama’ 
expresses only the ‘ capability of being sung.’ 

Objection: “In the case of the curd and the sugar, inasmuch as 
“ their taste is perceptible by the senses, any teaching of trustworthy 
„persons on this point can be merely descriptive, and as such can have 


“no special authority.“ 

Reply: This does not touch our position ; because the mention of 
‘iti’ in the Bhashya distinctly points to the fact of the example being 
one of direct sense-perception ; and the senso is that just as the idea 
that ‘curd is sour, or ‘sugar is sweet,’ is authoritative (true), so also is 
the teaching of trustworthy persons. 

The ‘capability of being sung 
would precede that of the Mantra; 


Mantra’ should be explained as being 
„Class.“ That is to say, just as in the case of the word ‘g 


is found to denote an object (the cow) as qualified by one por 
(*@atva’) (of the cow),—and consequently the qualification is held to 
be denotable by the word,—so in the case of the word ‘Sama’ also, og 
it is found to denote the ‘Sung Mantra’ as qualified by the capability 
is last qualification forms the denotation ok the word 


> being a qualification, its cognition 
and hence the denotability of ‘Sung 
similar to that of the 
o, the word 
tion 


of being sung,’ th 
Sama.“ 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
Definition of ‘ Yajush? 
Stitra (37): To the rest, the name Tajush“ is given. 


Thir Sütra is to be interpreted in the same monner as Sutra 33. 


ADHIKARANA (15). 
Nigadas included in Yayush.’ 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (38): “The Nigada must be taken as the fourth 
“ because of its peculiar qualification.” 

Sūtra (39): “Also, because of being named differently.” 

The word ‘vā’ serves the purpose of taking exception to the sweeping 
assertion made in the last Sutra. 

“Y ada would be the name of a fourth kind of Mantras; because of 
“its qualification being other than those of the preceding three. When 
“we have such an injunction as that ‘The Nigada should be uttered 
“loudly, if the Nigada were the same as Yajush,’ then, by being 
“nttered loudly, it would lose the characteristic of the ‘ Yajush’ (which is 
“ laid down as to be uttered quietly); and hence with a view to avoid this 
“incongruity, we must hold the Nigada to be something other than the 
“ Yajush, If again the said Injunction be held to be only descriptive, even 
“that is not possible unless there is a distinct difference between the 


4% Yajush’ and the Nigada.’” 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (40): They must be regarded as Yajush, because 
they have the same form as that. 

(1) In the passage Ahe budhniya mantram më gdpaya, §c. Go., we 
find the number of the kinds of Mantras distinctly mentioned as ‘three’ 
only ; and we find that in the Veda, the word ‘ Nigada’ is used as identical 
with ‘ Mantra’; (2) it is quite possible for the Nigada to have its peculiar 
qualification, and to be named differently, E E A 17 
character of ‘ Yajush’; and (3) the aforesaid definition of ‘ Yayush’ is found 
to be quite applicable to it; for these three reasons, the Nigadas must be 
regarded as ‘ Yajush.’ 

Sūtra (41): It is on a 
employed in indicating (to ot 
of the Nigada is mentioned. 


The direction that the Nigada : w 
the exigencies of circumstances and reasoning; and as su 


ccount of (the fact of the Nigada) being 
hers) that the peculiar qualification 


is to be uttered loudly, is based upon 
being merely 
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descriptive, the loudness is not spoken of as being enjoined. The sense 
of the Sūtra is that the loudness of the Niguda is mentioned simply because, 
if uttered slowly, it would not serve the purpose (of indicating to others) 
for which it is uttered. 


Sūtra (42): Also because a distinct purpose is served (by such 
indicating to other people). 

There isa distinct purpose served by the addressing, to other people, of 
such sentences as ‘ Agiid vihara, &c.: unless this were addressed to other 
people, the action of ‘ walking’ round the fire by the Agnidhra priest would 
not be accomplished; and there would be no use of addressing, unless 
it were done loudly euough for others to hear; it is for this reason 
that the particular qualification ‘loudness’ is mentioned. It is in this 
way too that the etymology of the word ‘Nigada’ becomes explained. 
As for the ‘quiet utterance,’ though it is directly enjoined by the Veda 


(as belonging to all Yajush), yet as such utterance would hamper our 


purpose, it could not rightly form part of the Action; and hence we 
take that injunction to refer to the Yajush other than the Nigadas. ; 


Stra (43): The different naming is simply for the purpose of 
expressing the particular qualification. 

That is to say, the difference in name is to be explained as being 
similar to the assertion ‘ Feed the Brahmanas with curd, and the Parivraja- 
kas with milk ’; where the Parivrajakas also are Brähmanas, but with a 
particular qualification. So in the case in question also, the Nigadas are 
Tajush, but with this qualification, that they are to be uttered loudly. 


Sūtra (44): Objection: “The name ‘Nigada’ would apply 
to all.” tih 3 
That is to say, if the word ‘ Nigada’ be explai : ich i 
i y ies plained as ‘that wh 
recited loudly ( gadyats'), then all Mantras would e oa 


(because the Rk and the Sama Mantras also are recited loudly) ; d 
hence the name cannot be said to be fort an 


ticular property. eee e expressing a par- 


Sutra (45): . r $ 
waned âs“ Be Reply: Not so, because of their being distinctly 


There can be no such į i i 
i 1 inco t i ; 
fits e incongruity as mentioned above; because we find 
: 8 A own in certain cases the use of the Rk, after havi 
enounced the Nigada (as forinstance, in t A ent sets act 
in the sentence Aud ya vai nigadah’). 
se texts would enjoia 
8 is an impossibility. 
e root ‘ gada’; because 
ences that have the char- 
acter of the Yajush (and as such it could not apply to the Rk and the Sama). 


ADHIKARANA (16). 
Definition of ‘ One-Sentence.’ 


Sūtra (46): So long as there is mention of the same object, the 
sentence must be regarded as a Yajush, and as one sentence; 
specially when it is such that if it be broken up, the divided portions 
become deficient (in certain necessary elements). 

Some people interpret this Sutra as affording a definition of ‘ Sentence.’ 
And there too, they declare as follows :— . 

„Though it is possible for the definition to belong to Vedic as well 
“as to ordinary sentences, yet inasmuch as the reasons propounded are 
“known more easily as belonging to ordinary sentences, we must take 
ttit to be a definition of such sentences, and not of Vedic ones. Because 
„in ordinary parlance we find that a sentence is used with regard tc 
“ the object that has been cognised by other means of knowledge; and 
“it is only in such cases that we can ascertain the singleness of that 
“object; and as such it is in such cases that we can easily recognise the 
“ fact of the sentence being one.” ' 

“That is to say, in the case of the sentences of ordinary parlance, 
“we find that the singleness of the meaning expressed by them, as well 
“ as the meaning itself is cognised by other means of xnowledge ; and hence 
“on the strength of this well-recognised fact, it 18 possible for us to 
te è a tences. In the case of Vedic Sentences, 

recognise the singleness of sen 5 

“on the other hand, the meaning expressed not being amenable to any 
“other means of knowledge, its singleness cannot be ascertained prior 
“to the utterance of the sentence itself ; because until the object has been 
“ recognised, there can be no idea of its singleness ; and thus the definition in 
« question not applying to these, its Apparent Inconsistency would lead us 
“to a converse definition with regard to Vedic Sentences—viz., that the 
“ singleness of the meaning is due to the singleness of the sentence. ' That 
“is to say, just as the object—Sentence—denotes another object, in the 
“shape of the Meaning, 8° the property—Singleness—of the sentence 
“would denote the property—Singleness—of the meaning. It has also 
“been declared elsewhere: ‘Inasmuch as the meaning of the Vedic 
“Sentence is always cognisable by means of the sentence, the functioning 
“of the meaning of the Veda is always in ped sae with the sep tenes j; 
“and hence, as without the sentence — a 8 e 

* (Vedic) Sentence cannot be said to be con ae 2 nice kin lerne 

Against the above interpretation of the ’ 
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arguments: (1) When Jaimini is engaged only in the explanation of the 

Veda, by what connection would he lay down tke definition of an ordinary 
sentence? (2) As fora definition of the Vedic sentence also, what connec- 
tion could it have with the chapter dealing with Differences (among Actions), 
(3) Why should not he have mentioned this definition in the chapter. (first) 
dealing with the Means of Knowing (Dharma)? (4) There was no use of 
mentioning the word ‘one’; because the definition required would have 
been complete by merely mentioning that “so long as one sense lasts, it is 
a sentence. (5) How is it that in the course of dealing with Mantras, the 
Sūtra proceeds to lay down something wholly unconnected with it? 
(6) We find the Bhashya expressly supplementing the Sutra with the 
qualification “ among the yajush that are found to be read in close contiguity ” 5 
and this supplementing being quite reasonable, we see no reason why it 
should have been passed over in favour of another interpretation. (7) And 
further, if the Sūtra went about laying down a definition of the singleness 
of a sentence, having left off the treatment of Differences among Mantras, 
where—either in the Mantra, inthe Brahamana, or in ordinary parlance— 
could such a, definition be of any use? 

As for the Rk and the Sama, the limit of these is well defined by the 
capability of each being used in connection with sacrifices; and as suchin 
the case of these, no useful purpose could be served by a definition either 
of Sentence or of its singleness. So in the case of the Brahmana, the 
passages laying down the Agnihotra, etc., having effectually led the persons 
concerned to the accomplishment of the particular Bhavana, as endowed . 
with the three factors of the Result, the Means and the Process,—where 
would there be any use for a due knowledge of the character of the sen- 
tence or its singleness ? - 

Tt might be urged that the use of such knowledge would lie in the 
avoiding of sy ntactical splits. But even this use is not possible ; because 
a syntactical split is nothing more than the incapability (of the sentence 
to have two distinct predicates)—on the ground of such double predica- 
bility necessitating the repetition of certain words, etc.; and this in- 

3 18 always ascertained independently of all knowledge of the 
e eness or multiplicity of the sentence. That is to say, the repetition 
of a word, or of à part of a word, or of a number of words—or th 
cutting up of the word itself—is known to be > 
independently of any knowled i an anomaly, by people, 
pendently of any knowledge of the singleness or multiplicity of th 
sentence. And in the case of the breaking up of the word th y of the 
other anomalies, viz., the necessity of rejecti “ame = 
bet h $ y ot rejecting the perceptible connection 
(be ween t e members of the sentence and that word), and also that of 
assuming various unheard of potentialities (of the words concerned). 
While in the case of the repetition of the word, etc., as such repeated 
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words would not have the character of the Veda, they could not be equally 
authoritative. 

For these reasons we conclude that no useful purpose is served by 
a definition of the Singleness of a Sentence (in the matter of Vedic 
sentences). 

In the case of the sentences of ordinary parlance also, inasmuch 
as all usage is actually found to be carried on, independently of any defi- 
nition, any such would be of no use at all. 

And further, if the singleness of the sentence were to be ascertained 
by the singleness of the meaning expressed by it,—then, inasmuch as 
the only purpose served by the sentence is to bring about the cognition 
of its meaning, after this meaning, and also its singleness, has been duly 
cognuised—what would be the use of a subsequent cognition of the single- 
ness of the sentence itself ? As for the speakers, their sole purpose is to 
express a certain fact to other persons, and for their own sake, they have 
no need of any such definition, While as for those hearing him, when 
the sentence addressed to them treats of something wholly unknown to 
them, for them, there is not much difference between such a sentence and 
a Vedic one; while if it treat of something already known to him, then it 
is a mere repeated description, and as such no importance is to be attached 
toit. Soin any case, even an ordinary sentence does not stand in need 


of such definition. 

Then again, 
the ordinary sentence), 
Vedic sentences also ? 
also has been implied through 


(if the Sūtra be taken as embodying a definition oi 
wherefore should it not have laid down one of 
It cannot be urged that the definition of these 
Apparent oc aimed Because the 
n to directly lay down the definition of 
proper process ron Bar 1 5 by Apparent Inconsistency, that of 
Vedic sentences, an As a matter of fact, however, no such Inconsistency 
ordinary sentences. © nestion ; because it is not such that a know- 
is possible in the case . n of ordinary sentence is not possible without 
ledge of the said defini a Vedic sentence. 
a (implied) definition of + established that what you point out as the 
Further, it is not ye (as implied by Apparent Inconsistency), 
definition of Vedic sentences because What the definition does is to 
really applies to such sentences; singleuess of the meaning being based 
a forward the fact of 2 Then again, inasmuch as it is quite 
pon that of the Sentence ‘tion in the Sutra itself to pertain 
possible to believe the original definiti ntences),—or that the defini- 
to Vedic sentences (and not to ordinary 15 entirely different, — there 
tion of Vedic sentences may be gomet 5 Nor can the definition be 
is no- inevitable Iucousisteney in the matter. 


hað is to say, it cannot ve 
said to have the character of Parisankhy@ (that i ys 


74 
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said that the definition, while applying to ordinary sentences, also serves 
to preclude Vedic sentences as having the contrary character), because 
there is no mention made of the relationship of the general and 
particular. That is to say, if it were so that the general definition had 
been mentioned, and then that definition were subsequently pointed out 
_as applying only to ordinary sentences, then alone could it be concluded, 
through Parisankhya, that the definition in question does not apply tö 
Vedic sentences. But the definition in question cannot be said to be f 
particular one; because in that case there would be many irregularities: 
On the other hand, we can, quite reasonably, lay down the contrary) 
proposition that—‘ Because of the multiplicity of the meaning, the 
sentence is one, specially when it is such that on being separated, there 
remains nothing wanting in it’; or that ‘Because of the singleness of the 
meaning the sentences are many. Consequently none of the above posi- 
tions is rightly tenable. i 
Further, how can the singleness of the sentence be ascertained 

independently of the meaning ? for certainly any such singleness of the 
sentence is not cognisable in the mere verbal form of the sentence") 
That is to say, it is always the singleness of the meaning that is ascer- i 
tained from the singleness of the sentence; and hence it must be admitted 
that the singleness of the sentence is always independent of the singleness 
of the meaning; and we do not perceive any limit of the sentence— 0 
be it made up of a hundred ora thousand letters. For when a certain 
number of letters not having their meanings known, are found to exist i 
in one as well as in many sentences, we never come across a cognition f 
of any limit of the sentence. i i 
For these reasons it must be concluded that those words, on hear-. if 

ing which we are clearly cognisant of 4 single meaning, must be taken 
as forming a single sentence.’ And it is only this definition that is not 


found incompatible with the character of any sentence—either inar 
or of the Mantra and Brahmana. á ia 


It has been urged above that, 
tence, there is no idea either of its meaning, 


ordinary world; and hence it cannot be said to be brought abont b 
That i i arias 
had an independent denotation of its own, “like aoe „ 
how or other, it might have been possible for us to hold aoe 1 
of the sentence to depend upon the singleness or multiplieit eT „0 
sentence. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the melilit 


of words having been expressed by each word, independently of one 
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another, it is solely from the connection among these word-meanings, 
that there follows the cognition of the meaning of the sentence (made 
up of those words), independently of any functioning of the words 
(towards this latter cognition); and it is from this that it is concluded 
that so many words form a single sentence ; and towards this result we 
find nothing that is contributed either by the sentence or its singleness. 
And in this explanation there is nothing that is incongruous. 

Now then, that which forms the meaning of the sentence (in the 
Veda) is the Bhavana, qualified by its accessories ; and differences in the 
Bhavana are always found to be cognised by such means as the presence 
of another word, and so forth (vide next Pada). That is to say, in 
the case of a collection of words, where we do not find any other 
Bhavana expressed by such agencies as the presence of another word 
and so forth, we conclude that the sentence is one only; and thus its 
multiplicity would always depend upon the denotation of other Bhavanas. 
Consequently, inasmuch as both of these—singleness and multiplicity— 
are recognised by other means, the singleness of the sentence caunot 
be any reason for the singleness of the meaning, 

In view of the above argument, then, we should explain the Sutra 
exactly in accordance with the BRA. 

In the Adhyaya dealing with Differences, the special subject intro- 
duced being the Mantras, the different forms of these, in the shape of 
the Rk, the Yajush and the Sima have been described; and then there 
naturally arising a desire for enquiring further into the subdivisions of 
these, ench distinct Rk or Sama being definitely known, exch by itself, 
to the traditional generations of students, any definition of these is uot 
attempted. The Yajushk, however, are found in the text, mixed with one 
another, and as such one Yajush could not be distinguished from another 
without a sort of a definition; consequently it is such a definition that the 
Sūtra proceeds to give. Nor can it be urged that each Yajush could be 
distinguished by means of the directions (contained in the Bralimanas) 
which always mention the opening word of each Taj us. Because the 
Bralmanas do not contain directions with regard to all Yajush; nor 1s 
the rule that—‘ the beginning of the second Yajush means the end of the 
frst —found in the Veda; it is only a rule that the author of the Sutras 
themselves have made with reference to directions contained in the, 
Brahmanas, iat 

Thus then the Bhāshya explains the first part of the Sütr z 1 
collection of words which is employed as one whole, in a sacr ee Ld 4275110 ira 
Pi it will be evident that this oxplenation is 50 10 55 166 5005 170 tae 

mation of the word ‘ Yajush’ (which has its in the case of all 
to Sacrifice). As a matter of fact, we find that in the c 


| 
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Mantras, there is always in the first instance, cognised a direction—in 
the form this Mantra is to be employed at sacrifices —inferred from 
the context (in which the Mantra occurs). It is after this that,—it being 
realised that the Mantra cannot, directly by itself, be utilised in the 
sacrifice,—we conclude that it helps in the completion of the sacrifice 
by the pointing out of its auxiliaries (in the shape of the Deity, ete.). 
It is for this reason that it has been said (in the Bhashya) that 
that collection of words which serves to recall the auxiliaries of a sacrifice 
is one Yajush, and it is also known as a sentence ( Vakya), because it has to 
be spoken out (pronounced or recited). A ‘ Vakya’ (sentence) is that 
which can be spoken out (uchyaté); and only that can be spoken out (at 
the performance of sacrifices) which is capable of serving its function, — 
nothing more or less than that; and it is by means of that much 
alone that the sacrifice is accomplished. Then arises the question 48 
to the character of the Yajush; and this is answered by the second 
part of the Sütra—“ It is that which expresses a single fact, and has tts parts 
depending upon one another.’ If only so much were a Yujush, then any- 
thing over and above this must be taken as another sentence, and as such 
spoken of as a distinct Yajush. Thus, in all cases, be it from the beginning 
or from the end, only such words are accepted as a Yajush, as are capable 
of expressing a single fact, leaving aside all that is., not so capable, — 
all those of the latter sort forming distinct Yajush by themselves. 

Says the Bhashya—IJnasmuch a sentence is known to be one on account 
of the aforesaid reason, we conclude that a collection of words expressing 
a single fact forms one 8 The sense of this is that the definition 
of a single sentence being explained as above, through that, we also get 


at the definition of the distinctness of Yajush, as also that of the distinct 
ness of sentences. : 


The Bhdashya puts the question—What 
ti manates f 8 
s ™ aan one who takes the word ‘artha’ (in the Sūtra) to 
mea g ion and thereby considers it i ible f = 
tain thot 4 aA impossible for the Sūtra 
to con wo definitions (of the distinctness of Vai J 
distinctness of sentences). And the sense of th me ush and of the 
saod: “Iti e question may b 
groaned : 75 the word that would have a single ilaa doal a ( a 
“ 2 ‘an is aad depending upon one another; and the 1 85 
ai 3 not — . =e has ita part dependent upon one ane 
1as not a single signification. That is to say, it i ibl another, 
„to have a single denotation in the shape of ie — a. vie word 
“ such that when its component letters, roots or affixes are 8 ut it is not 
is any element wanting in it; because in that confiiecens there 
“absolutely without any power of signifying anything, As for the calls, 
wee . . £ collec- 
‘tion of words, on the other hand,—its part, če., the words themselves 
ey ‘ : 


ts the example ? This ques- 
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„stand in need of one another, on being separated; but they do not afford 
“a single meaning; because each word has a distinct signification of 
its own, and the collation of these is not known to have any meaning 
“ apart from that of the component words. And hence there being nothing 
“that could form the right object of the definition, it canuot be a definition 
„at all (in the sense that is attached to it by the Bhashya).” 

In reply to the above question, the Bhāsya has cited the Manira 
. Dévsya twa,’ etc., and the reply is based mainly upon the fact of the 
word ‘artha’ being taken in the sense of ‘ purpose’ (and not in that of 
‘ signification 9 * 

The opponent says in the Bhashya: “The word ‘pada’ here has 
only one meaning ”; and in this he further explains what he means,—the 
sense of it being this: “ When apart from the signification of the word 
there is no signification of the sentence, as one impartite whole, then 
« Distinction and Connection, as signified by the sentence, would only be 
“the properties of the significations of the component words themselves, 
“they being recognised as belonging to them, on account of extreme 
proximity.” 

With a view to all this it has been said in the Bhashya: Hven then 
the signification would not be one only; because by “Distinction” is 
meant the mutual differentiation or specification among the words; 
and this cannot be one, as it is different with each word. In accordance 
with the theory that words signify Individuals, all individual cows being 
spoken of by the word “ Cow,” all that the qualifying words ‘ white,’ etc., 
can be said to do is to distinguish them irom the black ; and they cannot 
serve the purpose of signifying the connection (of whiteness with the indivi- 
dual cow); and as for the connection of this qualification, this being in- 
cluded in the signification of the word, it cannot form the meaning of the 
sentence; and hence what is cognised is ouly the distinctness (of the 
objects siguitied by the words), in which the said connection enters as a 
gecoudary element. And just as the distinctness belongs to the word 
‘vow’ because of the word ‘ white’ differentiating it from the ‘black,’ 
etc., — 80 in the same manner the distinctness belongs to the word ‘ white’ 
as differentiated by the word ‘Cow’ from the ‘ Horse,’ etc. And thus 
the objects to be differentiated from (or set aside) being many, there is no 
authority for declaring the singleness (of the Connection or Distinctness). 
If recourse be had to “ Distinctuess’ in general, then this class Dis- 

tinctness’ being always one, all sentences would become synonymous. lf 
tence be said to consist of the meanings 


again, the meaning of the sen 
panied by the said distinctness, then 


of the component words, as, accom 
the ‘ Multiplicity ’ becomes an established fact. 


So also (in the case of the theory that the meanings of the com- 
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ponent words consists in their Connection), this Connection among the 
denotations of the words is only a mutual attachment among them; and 
as this differs in each couple, no singleness could be cognised. Even 
in accordance with the theory that the denotation of the word consists of 
the Olass,—the classes Whiteness’ and ‘Cow’ as denoted in their 
respective forms, would, on account of proximity, exert a mutual 
attachment; and as this would constitute the meaning of the sentence, 
the distinctness whereof would be indirectly established. This connection 
too—either in the shape of whiteness in the class “cow,” or in that of the 
‘cow’ in ‘ whiteness would be found to reside completely in each indivi- 
dual (cow) ; and as such it could not but be many. Though in the case of 
a sentence containing only two words, it might be possible for the connection 
to be the same in regard to both words,—yet in the case of sentences 
containing many words, there would be various places where each set of 


two words would come into contact; and the connection thus being found 


in so many different places, it could not but be many. 

And further, the meanings of words being self-important, both 
Distinctness and Connection are only their properties; and as such they 
would always differ with the difference in the objects of which they are 
properties ; and hence they could never be one. That is to say, so long as 
we do not admit of a singleness or unity of purpose among certain words, 
the significations of these being all self-sufficient, could never bring about 
any unity; and as such each of them would bear with itself independently 
the said distinctness and connection. And for this reason also they would 
be many. 

Though for us, who hold the “Class” to form the denotation of 
a word, we do not hold the said Distinctness to form the signification 
of a sentence (such signification being held only by the upholders of 
Apoha—the Bauddhas),—yet, inasmuch as the Purvdpakshi had brought 
up that also as an alternative, there is nothing incongruous in our accept- 
ing it for the sake of argument. And as for the explanation of the 
Siddhanta itself, this is very rightly done by taking the word “ artha ” 
(in the Sūtra) in the sense of purpose ” (and in this it is not necessary 
for us to accept the Apoha or any other theory contrary to our tenets). 

Thus then, it is also possible to declare that it ig only the object 
denoted by a single word that is the principal factor, and it ig only as 
the qualification of that object that everything else is mentioned ; and as 
such on account of the Distinctness and the Connection of that object there 
can be only one Distinctness or Connection. And thus, as being in 
intimate relationship with the action, the Mantra being found to serve a 
distinctly visible purpose in connection with the action, the function of 
the whole collection of words forming the Mantra lies in the pointing ont 
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of the action of Nirvdpa, as qualified by the denotation of the words 
‘ Savitri’ and the rest; and as such the example is found to be quite 
apt. 

The opponent, however, not realising the fact of the Nirrdpu being 
the predominant factor, is made to ask, in the Bhdshya— Nanvatra 
devasya, etc.” And in reply to this the author says that such would 
have been the case only if the word Nirrapami were construed in one 
place and also in another; because such double construction would be 
possible only when the Nirvdpx would be the secondary factor. But, 
as a matter of fact, we find that this cannot but be the predominant 
factor, as it serves a distinctly useful purpose; while as for Savitr, etc., 
inasmuch as these do not form part of the action, they are only subservient 
to the action of Nirvapa; and hence all the words have one and the same 
purpose (namely that which is served by the Nirvapa). 

Another objection has been raised in the Bhishya: “ Wherefore should 
the Sūtra have laid down both the conditions?” The sense of this 
question is this: (A) “ In a case where a number of words together 
“serve a single purpose, it naturally follows that, when separated, they 
« would be wanting in certain elements (because each by itself could not 
“ ger ve that purpose); and as such it is not necessary to mention the second 
“condition separately; (B) conversely each of the words separately 
„could not be wanting in a certain element, unless they were so placed 
4 that they all conjointly served one and the same purpose ; because it 
“ig always possible for each of them by ,itself to serve distinct pur- 
poses; and hence the first condition being already implied in the 
„ gecond, there is no need for mentioning both.” 

In reply to this objection, the Bhashya proceeds to cite counter- 
(A) In this connection it is shown that the single purpose 
of pointing out the division of the Oake is served by the words indepen- 
dently of one another. (That is to say, if we left off the second condi. 
tion, then bhago vim vibhajatu aryama vam vibhajatu” would become one 
Mantra, which, as a matter of fact, it is not; and this is avoided by the 
mention of the second condition, because each sentence bhago vim 
vibhajatu, when separated from the other, is not found to be wanting in 
any element). : ; 

Though the objection as to the multiplicity of the Cake-diviston has 
already been answered before, yet it has been brought forward again, with 
a view to show that there being no qualification collectively mentioned, 
as the word ‘wibhajatu’ is repeated, there is no fault of the aforesaid 


anushañga’ (5.6, there is no necessity of carrying tbe same ‘ vibhayatu” 


from one place to avother). 
The reply to this objection is that we shall show later on how, even 


instances. 
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when there are distinct independent accessories mentioned (as for 
instance, Bhaga and Aryama in the case in question), the action is not 
more than one. And we have already set aside all chance of the pre- 
dominance of the Accessory; and hence any specifications due to the 
accessory, not forming an integral part of the action, cannot be regarded 
as significant; and hence both the sentences—‘bhago vam vibhajatu’ and 
‘aryama vim vibhajatu’—must be taken as only expressing the Division“ 
in general; and as such both being found to serve the same purpose 
(they would come to be taken as forming a single yajush, if we left off 
the second condition in the Sutra). 

(B). In the case of the sentence ‘ varhirdévasadanam damt tasmin 
stda’—if we leave off the first condition, then, even though the latter 
sentence ‘tasmin sida’ is dependent upon the former, yet, the purposes 
served by the two being distinct, they are taken as two distinct sentences 
(which would not be possible if the serving of a single purpose were not 
laid down as a necessary condition). 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the two conditions to- 
gether form the required definition. 


aile e 41 


ADHIKARANA (17). 
Conditions of the Diversity of Sentences. 


Sūtra (47): When the sentences are equally independent 
of one another, then they are “ distinct.” 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


„In the case of those sentences, the fact of whose intimate relation- 
ship with the action is not perceptible, and the use whereof is laid down 
“only by direct directions (in the Brähmana), in the absence of any 
“indication of such use by the words of the sentence itself,—we must 
„accept all that extends in the text up to the point where the next 
“ (well-known) Mantra begins, to form a single Mantra. Because the 
„direction of its use being wholly verbal, it would be necessary to assume 
“an imperceptible result (as following from such use); and on this score 
« it is the assumption of the least possible Imperceptible Result that can be 
« permissible ; and when a single purpose being thus assumed for the 
„ whole, if they would be separated, they would be found wanting in some 

«element (and as such both the conditions of the previous Sutra being 
4 fulfilled, the sentence must be regarded as one). That is to say, 
«inasmuch as there is no authority for making unnecessary assumptions 
„ot many imperceptible results, we are led to assume a single result 
“as following from all the sentences in question; and hence each part of 
the sentence being incapable of bringing about that result, we have the 
“condition that when separated the sentences become deficient; and 
Hon chen ” bhageftenco must be regarded as one (in accordance with 
“the +> — h aga matter of fa the foregoing Sutra). 
Lae bic mang queions might here be brought forward: (1) In 
accordance with this theory, how do you account for such distinct 
a pea act a in xe Brahmana) as— he should cut the branch of 
f 0 antra ide tna. ‘and should wash it with urje toa 
(which distinctly lay down eph part of the sentence as a separate 
„ Mantra)? And (2) how do yéu account for the plural number in 
“ klriptth in the direction klriptirvacayati where we find each hope (kiripti) 
mentioned distinctly as @yurme kalpatam, prano me kalpatam ; if all of 
“these hopes were taken as forming a single sentence, why should there 
be the plural number in klriptth ?’ 
75 
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“To the above question we make the following reply: (1) It is 
„quite possible for a single Mantra to be spoken of by means of several 
„ words (contained in it), and (2) we have klriptth in the plural, 
because the word ‘ kalpatdm’ is often repeated. 


That is to say—(1) a Mantra can be pointed out by pronouncing | 
any word therein contained—be that word in the beginning, in the 
“ middle, or in the end; and there is nothing incompatible in this; 


hence in the case in question, so long as the direction will continue, 
“the whole Mantra will have to be pronounced with each distinct action 
“ because any mere part of the Mantra is wholly useless; — (2) and inas- 
much as we find the word ‘kalpatam’ repeated frequently, there is 
“ nothing incompatible in the plurality of the klriptih.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply: The above view cannot be 


maintained; any idea of the employment and the purpose of the Mantra 
is possible only after its verbal for 


first of all it becomes necessary for us to ascertain the verbal form of the 
Mantra itself, before we proceed to examine whether all its constituent 
parts are distinct Mantras, or they collectively form a single Mantra. 
For the present we shall leave aside the ordinary 
of our position—such, for instance, as the presence o 
the presence of distinct directions for each part, 
the form of the Mantra cannot be said to he 
or use has been ascertained. Because th 
found to be definitely 
independently of ally 


argument in favour 
f distinct purposes, or 
As a matter of fact, 


in assuming many imperceptible factors, or. that there is nothing wrong 
sufficient authority for such e ‘umption esults, provided that we have 
we find that at the time that the t of the Ma nd’ Fee ter of fact, 
tained, we have no idea either of a Wie tvā, etc.) i 
dependent upon one another, or of all of 
And for this reason there being 140 ching agains 
that each part is distinct by itself, „ in subsequently 
any ground for taking them as one only. Nor is it possib 
to assume a mutual interdependence among the several 
such dependence has been actually perceived. And th 
absence of this dependence, it would be possible for 


portions being 
a single purpose. 
t the Conclusion 


them Serving 


parts, when no 
ough, even in the 
the several parts 


m has been duly recognised ; and hence 


| 
| 
| 


| 


| 


la 
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to serve a single common purpose, yet as one of the two chief conditions 
(of syntactical unity) would be wanting, the whole Mantra cannot be taken 
asa single sentence. And hence it is all the more impossible for it to be 
taken as one when we find that the text of each part being different, 
there is a different use laid down for each; and the uses of these 
being different,—even though they may bring about imperceptible 
results,—the purposes served by the various parts cannot but be distinct. 

Our opponent also will have to admit that there must be a distinct 
purpose with each direction. The only difference then between us is that 
while you hold all these results to follow from the whole Mantra, according 
to us each of them follows from each distinct part of the Mantra. Nor, 
in our case, is it necessary to assume any imperceptible results as following 
from each part of the Mantra, as each of them actually serves a 
distinctly usefal purpose laid down in the Brahmana. > 

(1) And for the sake of the due fulfilment of these purposes it 
becomes incumbent on us even to supply whatever words—as ‘ chinadmi 
and the like—might be wanting in the Muntra as it stands, to duly 
accomplish the purpose ; for instance the cutting of the branch, mentioned 
in the Brahmana. aes 

(2) Or it may be that—as in the case of the Brahmana direction— 
that ‘the Mahendra hymn ‘is represented in the rumbling of the 
chariot,’ even though the rumbling is not significant of any meaning, 
yet, at the peculiar time, by the mere remembrance of the Brahmana- 
direction in question, people recognise the rumbling as the actual singing 
of the hymn,—so, in the same manner, on account of the Brahmaya- 
directions in connection with the Mantra ‘ Ishe tvā, etc., the various parts 
thereof — ishe tod, ‘urjé tb, etc—would bring abont the idea of cutting, 
etc. (and in this case it would not be necessary to supply the word 
‘chinadmi’ ). 

Both of these processes (1) and (2) are equally authoritative ; and 
hence the authors of the Kalpasūtras have recourse to one or the other in 
different places. fa : y ‘ 

Thus then in any case, we must come to the following couclusion 
Inasmuch as it is absolutely impossible to make use of a senten 
wanting in a necessary factor, and as it is not right to make use of 158 
Significant words, we must have recourse to the supplying, from wit pas 
of the wanting word. Or, inasmuch as the Mantra should be 155 
exactly as it is found in the Veda, we must convince ourselves A185 
fact of the words of the Mantra, as they actually stand, 0 ie 
the idea of all that is necessary. The acceptance 1185 N 
a ae os opaan soit persori 5 KRA in question must 
ence we find that the various parts 
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k distinct sentences, also on account of the difference in the 

he taken as distir 

listinct perceptible purposes served by each of them. P 
o Fi th or art of the Mantra being found to have a disti ; 

‘ther z : : > 

f mi on of iia i as pointed out by the Brahmana-directions, we 
2 them by itself must help in the sacrifice; and this alone constituting t 

0 self 


5 l m 7 t must 
etymological meaning of the word yajush’ (ijyate anēna), each part must 
r D * * 


he admitted to be a distinct yajush by itself. 


8 . s - Ayuryajnend 
In the same manner, in the case of the sentences ayuryaj 


kalpatām, * prino yajnena kalpatam,’ ete. —though the name purpor 
served by all the sentences, yet they cannot be taken as a s ed 
sentence ; becanse each is distinctly perceived in its own form, indepe 
dently of the others. As a matter of fact. however, they do „ 
Serve the same purpose, because the ‘kalpana’ n of 19 
is distinctly different from that of ‘prana’ and the rest: Nor can it i 
urged that, “as in the case of the sentence açvinorbāhnbyām nee 
pushno hastabhyam, the nirvapa is accepted to be the same in hoth aa j 
so in the case in question also the ‘preservation’ wonld be the N 
in all”; because we find the word ‘ klriptth’ in the plural nailer, i 
the Mantric Injunction. Then again, in this case, the ‘kalpanas n 
forming an integral part of the sacrifice, much significance cannot 15 
attached to them; and the only purpose of sie Mantras lies in its 
recitation ; and in the Mantra we actually find mentioned many 
Kalpanas; and as the difference of kalpanas is not possible without a 
difference in their significations, we regard the si 
subservient, to the letters of the word, to be many. 
The Bhashya has said that the mention of particular 
a distinctly perceptible purpose ; 
accomplishing of many Mantras. 


The Bhashya speaks of an 
th case 4 


gnifications, that are 


kalpanas has 
and this is with reference to the 


u objection: „ The kalpana spoken of in 
nay be taken in the sense of kalpana in general, as in 4 he case of 
division with reference to the. sentences Bhago vam vibhajaty 


vam vibhajatu.” And the jting of a fresh 
that upon the fact that the ¢ ; 
0 uhu, in that this 


instance is 
ase of the kalpanas is different from 
kalpang Ae tal latter is mentioned only — (whereas the 
sis thous the vihbaga are repeated). The sense of this is that, just 

requently repeated the ‘ Division ’ (‘ Vibhaga’) is Not accepted 


to be an 
any, 2 2 as ` E 
Bhaga . Pte though the Instrumentality thereof (in the shape of 


3 i ) is diverse, —so, in the same manner, in the 
Case m question there l : 
The reply to this i 


no useful purpose is served by taking « 
in general. 


because in the case in question 
kalpatam’ in the sense of kalpana 
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Or yatha vibhagé’ may he construed with the Reply, the sense thereof 
being that ‘as in the case of the Division, so here also, ete., ete,” 

Objection: As a matter of fact, there is a diversity 
“of the Division; and as such it was not right to put this ing 
“mouth of the objector.” 

Reply: In that case we will explain the citing of that instance 
not for the purpose of pointing out unity, but only with a vie 
ing the case in question with that of the instance, and thereby making 
the former open to alternative processes; just as we have in the case of 
the Vibbaga (where there is an option between the agency of Bhaga 
and that of Aryama). The sense of the objection thus comes to be that 
we have an option in the case of vibhaga,—why then cannot we have 
the same in the case in question also ? ” 

The reply to this is that this cannot be; because there is an 
option only in that case where the subject is the same in hoth alterna- 
tives. In the case in question, however, we do not find anything to 
show that the significations of all ‘kalpanas’ are the same (in the 
shape of kalpana in general); and hence we cannot take them all 
as synonymous,.as in the case of ‘vibhdga’; specially as we find that 
each sentence expresses a hope for dyn (longevity) and the rest, as 
qualified by ‘kifiptt’ (preservation). In the case of ‘ribhaga’ 
inasmuch as no important purpose is served by the accessories (in the 
shape of Bhaga, etc.), the action of vibhāga (Division) in general 
itself comes to be the predominant factor; and as such it is this action 
alone that is indicated by the Mantra (and the matter of tho instrumental- 
ity is left optional). In the case in question, on the other hand, what 
are hoped for are a ‘long life’ (dyn) and the rest ; and as such it is 
these that are the predominant factors ; and it is as qualification of these 
that we have the mention of ‘kalpana’ (preservation); and it is not the 
kulpana as qualified by long life,’ etc., that is indicated by the Mantra ; 
because no useful purpose would be served by this indication. Even if 
this Action ( Kalpana) were the predominant factor, then, too, 5 
a clear difference betweey , priina, etc., the action (preservation 8 
these) also could not but be many. And in support of the theory 0 

diversity, we have the fact of each of them serving a distinct perceptible 
Purpose, . 
Or, it may be that the word ‘kipépti’ in the injunction ene 
v&cayati’? does not refer to the Mantra ( Ayuryajnena kulputām, ete.) 5 
; ; te the multiplicity of the action (of kalpana); be- 
what it does is to denote th phe ty 8: 5 
the objects they signify. Conseqnently, 
cause all words depend upan erie tes a diversity of 
first] the plural number distinctly deno s 
because P istinct diversity is accepted as based 
Actions, and secondly, because a distine 


in the case 
tance in the 


to be, 
w to identify- 
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upon the diversity of the qualifications (“ Ayu,” etc.),—the Mantra 
(Ayuryajnéna kalpatan:, etc.) in question comes to be taken as referring to 
Kalpana as qualified by Ayu, etc.; and in this manner they come to fulfil 
what is laid down in the Brahmana-direction (‘ klrptirvacayati’) ; thereby 
coming to serve distinctly perceptible purposes, each part must be taken 
as having a distinct purpose of its own. 

Objection: “In that case, how is it that the Brahmana uses the 
“word ‘vacayati ’? because the object of this Verb must be a word (while 
“the word ‘klripti’ has been explained as something qualified by Ayu, 
“ which could not be the object of ‘ vācayati, etc., which means makes 
to pronounce’)? ” 

Reply: This is no incongruity at all; because the word is used 
in both senses. That is to say, just as people use the word ‘ vacayati’ with 
reference toa person uttering aword, so, in the same manner, when a 
person is found to speak of a certain object by means of a certain word, 
then with regard to the person who makes him speak of it, we use the 
word ‘vācayati? (=makes to speak). Hence the sense of the injunction 
klripttr vacayati comes to be that when the sacrificer proceeds to pronounce 


the word expressive of the action of Klxipti (or Kalpana), then the 


Adh‘uryu priest makes him pronounce it (‘vdcayati’). And inasmuch 


as the Mantras (‘ Ayuryajnena kalpatam’ and the rest) indicate so 
many distinct Kalpanas, it is only when each of them is accepted as a 
distinct Mantra by itself that it is found to serve a perceptible purpose 
and hence in such cases the sentences must be admitted to be distinct. 


it 


a tener eS SC 


K. 


ADHIKARANA (18). 
[Definition of Anushanga.] 


Sutra (48): Anushanga is the means of completing the Sen- 
tence ; because it is such as is equally applicable (to it). 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma, three Homas are laid down (viz., 
the Agneyi, the Saum? and the Vaishnavi); and it is laid down—by the 
sentence ‘agnimanikam,’ etc., that in the beginning of each of these the 
Agne Homa has to be offered. And the three Mantras enjoined 
for the Agney?, accompanying the first of these, the Brahmana lays 
down in its complete form—e.g. (I) ‘ Yate agné ayagaya taniirvarshishtha, 
as ieg swaha’; and those for the other two are mentioned only in their 
incomplete forms—such as (2) ‘ Yate agné rayāçaya’ and (3) ‘ Yate agne 
hardacaya.’ j 

Iu the case of these two, inasmuch as the subject is introduced 
by the word ‘yā’ (that which), which is in the feminine gender, the sen- 
tences cannot be complete without some word denotative of a feminine 
object. And no use can be made of an incomplete sentence; conse- 
quently, with a view to avoid this inconsistency , it becomes necessary to 
supply a part of the sentence that would supply the missing factor. 
Because in the Veda, not even a single incomplete sentence is found to be 


used; consequently in cases where the sentence met with happens to be 
incomplete, the factor necessary for its completion must be sought out 


from‘somewhere else. 
Nor, too, is actual sensuous Perception the only means of cognising 


Vedic Mantras; because they can be cognised by means of Inference and 
the other means of knowledge just as well as by means of Sense-percep- 
tion. Hence it is only -when all the five means of knowledge have 
ailed, that a certain sentence can be relegated to the sixth one of N egation 
(i.e. actually denied). In the case in question we should not rest idle; no 
sooner we find Sense-perception not affording us the requisite knowledge 
of the completing factor, if we also find Inference and thè rest all equally 
inoperative, then alone we should conclude the Mantra to be made up of 


that incomplete sentence alone. If, however, any one of these means of 
of the missing factor, then the Mantra 18 


cognition supplies the knowledge j i. 
to be taken as made up of the sentence thus completed, which, before 
addition of this factor, was wauting. Thus then, it is by Apparen 
Inconsistency that we are led to the general conclusion that there is @ 


( ). 


; tioning of 
8 factor. Aud thus there being no room kor gi E oa j 
e ene incomplete sentence is wholly incapable of being 

N ega 100, 


i v this missing 
Thus then, there arises the question as to pone this a $ 
y ' V zertain sentences o 
i lied out of the Veda, or out of ce 1 
factor is to be supp ut — 5 
ordinary y —in the former case the missing facto ng tou 
rdinary parlance,—in $ — Oe 5 nd 
8 the preceding Mantra, in the shape of ¢anurvarshishtha, 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


: ` ise 
It is to be supplied out of sentences of arias 5 3 
“a part of the Vedic sentence, being naturally = E mikin Sane 
“sentence, cannot go to any other place ; 9 af 0 . 
“on the other hand, can be used set ig oa ap a d ona Tanay 
“likes. That is to say, just as suc e : i 
g: mm the like . — turn 1 from ems oe haga 
“Jai m i he Veda, so, in the same manner,: t of 
“ — 5 is —— nd aia kast to that sentence of which — 
“forms part in the text; and as such it cannot be used anyw —— 15 
“A part of the ordinary sentence, ou the other hand, is not ói 5 : 
“up; and as such it can be used anywhere one likes; and as suc er 
“would be nothing incongruous in its being taken up for the a 
“of the supplying of the missing part of any sentence. Consequent ys 
“it is only n part of the ordinary sentence that can be brought iu to 
complete two Mantras in question. l , 
“Qn the ground, however, of the Vedic Sentence being found ready 
“to hand, and as such its use being much easier, while the ordinary 
“sentence has to be com e were to supply the missing 
aking it only as an ordinary sentence, 
Eee nothing can Da anid apatist i ail that we mean is that 
“any such Sentence, separ 
“considered as Vedic, 


from its proper plece. ehonld not be 
For instance, when dur 

“works as the Mahabh, 

“ Vedic sentences, 


ing tus ru aug — out 
rata and the like, if we come across certain 
we read them as ordin: 
“restrictions of pr 
“And further, 


ary seutences, and not with the. 
onuuciation, etc., attendant upon the Vedic sentence. 
if,—on the ground of the sentence 

“ being as closely proximate to the sentence ‘ 
= first sentence ate ayadcaya - the tanurvarsisht hid, etc 
“taken along with “yale rajagaya,’—then in that case the Mantra} 

* he pronounced exactly as it would be found in the text (te, it shot 
‘be read as ‘ tanürvarshishthā © + . svāhā yate rajdguya’), which 
“would be absurd. For this reason, too, the missing factor cannot be 
“supplied out of the Vedie sentence,” 


posed, —if someon 


‘yte rasens 
tantirvarsishth@’ etc., as the 
ahon! he 
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SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply : It is only when the Veda 
has ceased to function towards a certain end, that there can be an occasion 
for the functioning of ordinary sentences; and the fanctioning of the 
Veda can be believed to have ceased, only after all effort and attempt to 
find it ont has totally failed. 

That is to say, a Vedic sentence can be completed only by supplying 
the missing part from out of.2 Vedic sentence, and not from out of an 
ordinary sentence ; because the Veda is the only means of knowing Dharma. 
If, however, the most diligent search on our part fails to show us a Vedic 
sentence duly functioning towards the required end, then alone can the 
Veda allow of the completing of its sentence by the help of ordinary 
seutences, And this search proceeds from what is most proximate (to 


the incomplete sentence) to one remote from it. : 

For instance, a meaning that is not found in the root is looked for 
in the affix; that which is not found in the whole word is looked for in 
f the same sentence); that which is not foand in the same 
ce (of the same context); if again 
it is looked for in another context 


another word (o 
sentence is looked for in another senten 
it is not found in any such sentence, 


altogether. 
That is to say, when a certain fact as expressed by the root or the 
affix is found to be wanting in » certain factor, then if another meaning 
capable of supplying the missing link is found in the same (root or affix), 
e root or affix, 


then it i d good. If it is not found in the sam 
t must look for it in the affix or the root 


then, wi t being idle, we : 
3 If, hanver: it is not found in any of these, then it 
shonld be looked for in the word preceding or following it immediately. 
If it is not found in the immediately proximate word, then it is looked 
re: wane, ahd, a step or two removed from the original word. If 
` tence, then in the same manner as in 
ht after in other sentences in the 


it is not found in the same sen 
the case of the word, it should be soug 
same context. If not found even there, then it should be looked for 
ther contexts, in the order that they may present themselves. ` If, 
uvwever, it is not found anywhere in the Veda, then alone can we 
reasonably seek for it in the sentences of ordinary parlance. When not 
>» >`.. these, then we must conclude it to be non-existent and 
accepting our notion of incompleteness to be a mistaken one, we 
must accept the Mantra to be complete, just as it is. f 
In all cases, when we do not find the missing faotor na sentence 
close to the incomplete sentence, then we can bring it in from one 
removed from it. But in case one happens to be found much nearer, 


76 
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the bringing in of a remote sentence is as unauthoritative as if it were 
ee in the case in question, the missing factors = a Tai 
25 s rajāçayā’ and ‘ya tē haragaya’—not being : 
5 5 e Ge in the sentence, or in the sentence a 
se conclude that this missing factor must be found in another vai 5 
And just the same factor that is wanted in these sentences is — 
another sentence, which immediately precedes the —. ae * 
sentence, and is only one step removed from the p P 15 **. 
sentence d te agné ayaçayā tanith, etc. Though this a al Mantra, 
sishth@,’ etc.) having got all that is necessary for it — he ian tae 
does not stand in need of the subsequent Mantras, ye ogee — 
two Mantras are incomplete without om ee seg 15 ei 
A s 3 er proximity , 
jn * rs gece conclusion: ‘Though it was not 
oem 5 this missing factor to be read but once, and then in close 
ban to all the three Mantras, and as it is not actually repeated 
ames over again, on account of its being got at by other 1 a 
it is such that it is distinctly indicated by our purpose or sgt = Mi e 
such, people should not be led away, by wae ag — — 
the fact of proximity, to connect it n an (the rst) = ra only. 
Though it is true that the factor, tanh, etc., actua y precedes the 
tra, Yā të rajagaya,’ yet it can be supplied only in that place of this 
ee here it is actually wanted to complete the sentence. 
5 z appears in the place that it does, only with view 
eas it Seta vail of the next sentence also; 
oz its capabilities and its position in the 8 
accordance with that in the previons 
actually mentioned only once, 
mentioned in that part of the sn 
and hence it ig mentioned in it 
one Mantra only ; and as for the 
to show that it forms part of ¢ 
hended to be so, 


Because 
to point 
and a due consideration 
econd Mantra is regulated in 
Mantra. The sentence being 
it is absolutely impossible for it to be 
bsequent sentences where it is required ; 
8 due sequential order in connection with 
other two, its indication is 


only at the end that it is added. 
The author of the Bhashya, however, holds th 


at inasmuch as the factor 
in question is read between the first and Second Mantras, it is not expressed 
to which of these two it is mere intimately connected; and hence to both 
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of them it must be taken as equally proximately. related; and then he raises ` 
a doubt as to its connection with the third Mantra, from which it is one 
step further removed; and. in order to meet this difficulty of intervention 
what the Bhashya does is to take the second and the third Mantras togethér 
as forming a single composite whole, which removes the difficulty due 
to the intervention of the sebond Mantra, between the missing sentence 
and the third Mantra ; but then there arises the difficulty fick in that 
case the missing factor would complete the composite whole (formed 
by the two Mantras), and not both of them separately; and this is met b 
the declaration that, inasmuch as the composite whole is incapable of 5 
employed (at a. sacrifice), the missing factor must be connected with each 
part of it; and hence it is concluded that both parts being equally 
predominant, and both being equally incapable of being otherwise com- 
pleted, the whole of the missing factor is to be connected with each of 


them. 


Having arrived at this conclusion, however, the Bhashya proceeds to 


offer another explanation: ‘Ap ca sakatkshasya sannidhau, eto. the sense 
of this being that when the missing factor will have been introduced in 
the second Mantra, it would immediately come to precede the third Mantra 


also, and thus there would be no intervention. 
Some people hold that the Bhāshya has mentioned the two explana- 


tions as equally correct, an 

But others declare, th 
the Bhashya has offered the secon 
is as follows :— 


The two sentences have never been com 
ite whole; and if they were 80, we do not see any reason 


e been again composed separately. That is to say, 
any two sentences can be taken as one composite whole, (1) either when 
they serve the same purpose, oF (2) when they contain the same words. 
In the case in question, however, we find none of these two conditions 
present. It may be urged that they actually have the same purpose in the 
shape of being completed by the same sentence. But one who brings for- 
ward this argument would evince, on his part, a grand conception of the 
functions of Mantras ! The being completed by a sentence would only con- 
stitute a want on their part,—how could it be an action or purpose © 

theirs? And as the sentence supplied is only a missing factor, on the sole 


strength of this, it is not proper to speak of the two Mantras as forming one 
composite whole. And when you also subsequently come to acknowledge 


its relationship with each Mantra separately, we do not see 
make a single composite whole of the two Mantras. 1 
they become a composite whole, and then each 


d as such optional. 
at not satisfied with the former explanation 


d. The reason for the said dissatisfac- 
posed by any person as & 


single compos 
why they should hav 
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connected with the missing factor, would be as unbridled as the freaks and 
tricks of a single (and favourite) son of the king. And further, in that 
case, because the missing factor precedes the composite whole, it would 
have to be added in the beginning. Nor can it be rightly urged that there 
is no difference between the relative positions of the Mantras with regard 
to the missing factor, Because there is a distinct difference of locality 
which makes a difference in the relative position of the Mantras; for 
instance, we find that the missing sentence is actually found, in the first 


Mantra, in the same Place that it is required; while it is not so in the 
other two Mantras. 


For these re 


asons the only explanation that is reasonable is the 
following :— 


Akaiksha (Want), Sannidhana (Proximity) and Yogyata (Capability). 
these three conjointly constitute the ground of relationship, and not 
mere immediate sequence. Phat which, being one, is yet mentioned 
as related to many things, must be in closer proximity with only one of 
these; and it is not this proximity alone that is accepted as being the 
only ground of relationship. Because even in this case, the relationship 
is based upon all the aforesaid three grounds (and not upon mere 
immediate sequence), What the Proximity does is to give rise to a mis- 
taken notion (as to relationship), on account of its bringing about au 
idea of its own substrate. And this mistaken notion ceases when 
some other related object is pointed out, conjointly, by Want, Proximity 
and Oapability. Just as the idea of Bhavana being denoted by the 
verbal root ceases on account of the capability of the Bhavana to take 
up the accessories that can never belong to the meaning of the verbal 
root. 

The conclusion arrived at in that Case is this: (1) The missing 
factor being oe for the sake of all incomplete sentences (in ques- 
tion) ; (2) it being impossible for it to be HisGlaned. in: i ene 
sequence of all of them; and (3) the sentence being one only—it is 


iu close proximity . ; 
found: in b Proximity to one of them. Consequently mere immediate 
sequence can be no ground of relationship 


By the word “sannidh;’ 


about in the mind - i (in the Bhāshya) is meant the moving 
and this ig possible when thare is immediate Sequence 


well as wha, 4 8 
* ad n hen there is an ‘intervention. In fact the intervention of 
at is related to the factor to be related is only a sort of 


immediate Sequence. Because that which is related to the first Id 
(when, thas related) be in immediate Precedence of the second al 5 d 
da e 1 fecond, it would come to have an Bie ime 
DOORN to = onal also. That ig to say, the missing factor cal 
iy the Mantra FA tëe rajäçayā nat being found in the passages follow- 
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ing it, is looked for in the preceding passage, and is therein found, in 
the form of tantirvarshistha’ etc; and when attached to this second Mantra, 
it becomes immediately proximate to the third Mantra : Tad te harāçayā, 
and thus becomes related to this last also. And beyond this, no other 
Mantra being meutioned, the factor in question rests there. 

Thus then, in all cases, the wants of a sentence, extendiag both 
backward and forward, takes its staud upon one and thereby becomes 
closely proximate to another sentence; and ié goes on taking in all that 
is required, until it fails to find something capable of being related to it, 
and comes across something altogether incapable of it, And then having 
taken in all that it has extended over, its operation comes to an end. 

Though on account of the Mantras being pronounced one after the 
other, we come to cognise a proximity and remoteness (in the case of the 
Mantras ‘ya të rajāçayā, and ‘ya tē haragaya’),—yet the Veda being 
eternal, whether the sentences be proximate or removed, their mutual 
requirement and relationship are always simultaneous (because though 
Pronounced one after the other, all words of the Veda are equally eternal, 
and there is no real precedence or sequence in the case of Vedic words); 
aud hence the mere fact of a sentence appearing subsequently does not 
make any difference in its authoritative character. 

Thus then, the relationship of words in a sentence, and that of sentences 
in the context, remain intact, so loog as all the intervention that there 
is, is only by such words as (1) are themselves wanting (in a certain 
element), (2) are capable of the same relationship, and (3) are opo 
of making the other sentence also equally prozimate (to the factor ot . 
relationship). . 

5 Bhashya : Avyavadhané veccehédé'pt ;—and th: sense of this 
is that when there is no intervention, even though there is no proximity, 
the factor becomes related, so long as the intervention of a sentence 
at a distance is not by means of a word which is contrary to such 
relationship. 

For these reasons Anushañga is a ‘samipti'—ie., the means of 
completing a sentence (samfipyate anéna iti samiptih = that which 


completes), 


SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA TO ADHI (18). 


Question: The above discussion applies to those cases where a sen- 
tence itself is wanting in an essential part. There! are casos, however, 
Where the sentences are complete in themselves, and it is only æ cer- 
tain part of the sentence that is found to be standing in need of San. 
tences to which it could be attached; as for instance we have a series of 
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complete sentences—‘Oitpatistva punũta, t Vakpatistva punatu,’ ‘ Devastvd 
savita. pundtu’; and at the end of these we find the words acchidréna 
pavitresa.’ And in this case how would this last be construed ? 

On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The concluding words would have become fully satisfied by being 
“construed with the sentence that immediately precedes them; because 
“all the other sentences being complete in themselves, there would be 
I no reason for admitting of an Anushanga. 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: If the words formed 

t of the whole of that sentence which precedes them immediately, 

then it could ‘be as asserted abore. Bat as it is, they are found to be 
related only to the verb ‘pundtu’; and as such they cannot but be construed 
with all the three sentences (as all of them contain that same verb), ‘That 
is to say, independently of any immediate sequence, the words in 
question become related to the verb ‘pundtu’; and as this verb is 
the same in all the three sentences, the meaning of this verb too 
must be the same in all. Nor can the difference of nominatives—(Qjztpati, 
Savitr, etc.—make any difference in that meaning as connected with 
Citpati or Vakpati or Savitri or Deva. Nor is the action concerned 
Ge., of purifying) subservient to the instrumentality (of acchidra pavitra) 
whereby it would rest satisfied with its single contact with Such insira 
mentality. Thus then the instrument (acchid: A 5 ; 
tarena pavitrena) being subsi- 
diary to the action (Verb: punãtu ), the mange ; 

’ words denoting the instrument 
will have to be used as often as the verb would be used, just as th i 
used so long as there is cooking, J e fuel is 

The following argument migh 

oe ght be urged here: “T : 
purifying is one, yet, that which should b 5 e: | Though the action of 
ihe kai wa JOM » Walch should be connected with the instrument, is 

e ction which is qualified by that nominative, in connection with whom 
the relationship of the Instrument is found to be mentioned di 
For instance, (1) in the Jyoti “sacri ot directly- 

» 41) in the Jyotishtoma ‘sacrifice, the cooking ; Tk i 
found to be spoken of in connection with that Agent wh 9 in milk 18 
with the Maitrdvarunagraha (and not the other = s who. is connected 
with it); aud hence the. said cooking is not found 68 ig mentioned along 
is qualified by the Maitravarunugraha; and (2) th — . ond that which 
is joined to one ‘pundtu’ only aud not to all the cise, n ‘ Oitpatt 

‘ ° ° A . me 
manner, the acchidrema pavitréna’ would be jéined to: the n the sa 


. . . . ‘ à t 1 
which has for its Nominative ‘ Savitr’ and not all the igor — 
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To the above we make the following reply: The restricted application 
of the aforesaid ‘cooking’ is due to the fact of each graha giving rise 
to a distinct Apūrva (Result); and in the case of the second instance 
cited, the nominative ‘Oitpats’ is not construed with all the three 
‘ pundtu,’ simply because of the distinot mention of other nominatives 
(in the shape of Vakpati and Savitr’). That is to say, inasmuch as the 
repetition of the grakas, such as those of the Aindra, dra, 
Mattrawaruna, F., serve to bring about ‘transcendental results, the 
difference among these results restricts the applicability of the ‘cooking. i 
In the case in question there is no such restrictive agency. Because, 
as for the Instrument, it is uscd up in. serving the purposes of the 
Action; and hence by means of the expression of the Instrument, 
it is the same action that comes to be expressed over and over again. And 
the action being the same in all the three cases, it stands, in each case, in 
need of a mention of the Instrament. Though the mention of the nomina- 
tive ‘ Vakpate’ sets aside the nominative character of Oitpati, as both 
have exactly the same action of purifying yet, in no case do we find any 
other Instrument that could take the position of the acchidra pavitra’ and 
oust it ont of the sentence. Nor is the Instrument due to the Nomina- 
tive; and as such, a difference in the Nominative could not necessarily 
make a difference in the Instrument; because all cases of nouns being 
taken up by the verb, they have no relations amongst themselves. 

Objection: “In that case the instrament in question would have 
“to be construed with the word“ pundtu’ in whichsoever Mantra it might 


“ be found.” 


That does not touch our position : Just as in the case of the Dargaptiraa- 


māsa sacrifice certain purificatory rites are laid down in connection with 
the grass therein used (and they are not applied to the grasses used 
in all sacrifices), so in the case in question also, the particular instrumen- 
tality mentioned would not belong to any and every ‘pundtu’; all that 
it would mean would be that the instrumentality of the acchidra pavitra 
belongs only to that action of the word punātu, which is meant in this 
particular context. Andasa matter of fact, we actually perceive that 
this action is the same in all the three Mantras in question, and not 
in any other Mantra; because in other Mantras, the action denoted by 
the word pundtu is the purification of other materials (and not the 
one meant to be purified by means of the three Mantras under consider- 
ation). i 
Objection : “ In that case, all the three having the same action, the 
“ Mantras would become optional alternatives.” en 
Reply: True it would be so; but in the absence of an Injunction 
distinctly laying down the number t three’ with the regard to the Mantras 
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to be used, —how do we know that all the three Mantras are to be 
employed conjointly (that is to say, there is nothing incongruons to the 
three Mantras being used alternately). All the three punatu’ continuing 
in the mind, when the words ‘acchidréna pavitrena’ are pronounced, 
the requisite proximity of these latter with each ‘punati’ becomes 
quite possible in the case of the three Mantras under consideration: 
and this could not be said with regard to any other Mantras. 

Thus then, we conclude that though the word ‘punātu’ occurs in 
all the three Mantras, yet being (in all cases) taken up by the instramen- 
tality expressed by the words ‘ acchidréna pavitréena’ it is always as 
qualified by that instrumentality that the Verb ‘pundtu’ comes to be 
wanted (in all the three Mantras). 

That is to say, the words ‘acchidréna pavitréna’ occurring at the 
end of all the repeated Mantras, and having no other refuge, they 
take their refuge in the word ‘ punatu’; then the Verb comes to be 
in the form ‘ punatu acchidréna pavitréna’; and as the word ‘ punatu’ 
in the sentence immediately preceding these words is the same as that 
in the other two Mantras, at the time that the connection of the action 
‘t punātu’ with the instrumentality of ‘acchidréna pavilréna’ is expressed, 
(and as such the Verb is taken up by that instrumentality), the other 
words of the sentence standing in need of an action, they admit of 
an action as together with the said instrumentality; and hence we 
must admit of the Anusharga of the words in question in all the 
three Mantras. l 

When through this Anushañga the words ‘acchidrēna pavitrena’ 
should be repeated with each sentence, if people pronounce the Mantras 
as they are, leaving the relation of the instrumentality to be understood 
it must be regarded as due to mere idleness, i 
above that the missing factor may be found ej 
in the following sentences, the assertion of so 


And as we have shown 
ther in the preceding or 
me people—that it is to 
should be taken only as 
a a generality of cases (and it does 
in special cases, of its being taken from the 


—ññ — — 4 
— — 


ADHIKARANA (19). 
[Treating of the absence of Anushanga in cases of interruption. ] 


Stira (49) : There is no Anushanga where there is an inter- 
vention (of unconnected words). 


This Adhikarana is brought in simply by way of a counter-instance 
to the functioning of mere Proximity (in the matter of the Anushanga). 
As it is found that where the intervention is by words not connected with 
the factor to be brought in, we do not accept an Anushazga in view of 
the incongruity involved. 

For instance, in the case of the sentences (I) ‘Santé vayurvaténa 
gacchatim,’ (2) ‘Sanjayatratrangani,’ and (3) ‘ Sanyajnapatiragisha,’— 
though the missing factor gacchatdm’ is admitted as forming part of the 
first Mantra, it is found to be incapable of being taken along with the 
second, because of the plural number of the noun ‘ angant’ (which would 
take the verb ‘gacchantam’ and not ‘gacchat@m’); and thus the fac- 
tor in question not being equally construable with all the Mantras in 
question, it cannot be taken along with the third Mantra, though the 
nominative in this yaynapatih’—is in the singular and as such quite 
compatible with the singular of ‘ gacchatam.’ [It is on account of the 
intervention, of the unconnected second Mantra, between (1) and (3) 
that this verb ‘gacchatam’ is not taken with (3)]. 

And thus the missing factor of (2) and (3) not being found in 
the Veda, we are forced to admit one out of ordinary parlance ; and 
hence in both of these we supply the necessary word from without, 
And though the words ‘ gacchantim’ (in the second wanes) and 
‘gacchatém’ (in the third) are not actually pronounced, . 
tence must be admitted; as otherwise the signification of the sentence 
would remain incomplete (for want of a Verb). 

Thus then in the case in question there is no Anushanga. 

The use of this discussion lies in the fact that, if certain words formed 
an Anushanga, they would forma Mantra; and as such any mistakes. etc., 
in the pronunciation of these would have to be accompanied by: expiatory 
rites; whereas if the words supplied are out of ordinary sentences, they do 
not constitute a Mantra, and hence any mistakes in provunciation, etc., are 
not so serious as to entail àn expiatory rite. i 

To this end it has been declared that—(1) that which is directly 
mentioned in the Veda, and (2) that which is brought in by means of 
as having the character of Mantras, where- 
e, being similar to assumed sentences, 


character of Mantras. 


an Anushanga, are counted 
as all sentences of ordinary parlane 


cau never be recognised to have the 
D — 


Thus ends the First Pada of Adhydyu II. 
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ADHYAYA II. 
PADA II. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[Treating of Difference in the Apurvas of Subsidiary sacrifices. | 


Sūtra (1): When there is a different word, there is a different 
karma, because of its being specially qualified. 


In the foregoing introductory chapter we have dealt with all matters 
connected, directly and indirectly, with the subject under consideration ; 
and now we are going to take up the subject-matter of the Adhydya 
in the shape of the difference among actions on the ground of the 
difference among words, etc. etc. 

And first of all we take up the differences caused by the difference 
of expressions, because it is this difference that points out most 
clearly the difference among actions. In connection with this we should 
have cited the examples of all verbal forms connected with ono or 
many verbal affixes—such as ‘ yajati, ” ‘ dadati,’ ‘juhoti,’ nr %, ete. 
The Bhashya has cited only three—‘yajati,’ ‘dadati? and ſaboti- 
because, inasmuch ail pe ms the giving away of seins their 

zenifications are all akin, and as such 3 
tee ey tory appear e ar 

And on this point, inasmuch as there are three kinds of Parvapak, 
introduced in the Bhashya, it seems as if the doubt pa sha 

question should also have been expressed in — . on the point in 
( een ee Henties BhSGone—denotad by thet 

yajati, &.) — bring about a single Apū y the three words 

pūrva, or three dist z 

(2) Do the three denotations of the three r t lif aie Seme 
or res distines: Bhawite? (3) Do the — 8 quahty a single Bhavand, 
or three distinct objects ? s roots denote a single object 

The Bhashya uses the word dra ; 

Apūrva, the Bhavana and the object — 1 e with regard to the 
these is equally helped by something else; inas e because anol o 
serves to produce the Apūrva, (b) the n 1 a) — 

8 ‘ e root qualifies the 

Bhavana, and (c) the root expresses tho denotation of the 8 ot; and as 


| 
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such these latter three are spoken of as ‘helps’ to the former three 
respectively. 

The ground of doubt is this: We find that things exert their causal 
efficieucy iu two ways, viz., singly and collectively; and, consequently, 
whenever we find certain objects actiug, there naturally arises a doubt 
as to the character of the object themselves. 

Asa matter of fact, however, there is only one doubt in connection 
with this subject: In the case of the three verbs, is there only one 
Bhavana as qualified by the denotations of the three roots, or is there a distinct 
Bhavana for the denotation of each root ? What the word ‘arma’ (in the 
Sutra) denotes is the Bhavana as qualified by the denotation of the root. 
And itis the Bhavana that would be differentiated by means of different 


As for the Apürva, inasmuch as it is not directly ex- 
and as it follows in the wake of the 


t of separate treatment. Though 


words, etc. 
pressed by the words in question, 
action itself, it cannot form a subjec 
the “unity of three root-meanings ” spoken of in the Bhashya is not 
case of all root-meanings, yet it might be mentioned, 
in connection with the roots ‘yajt,’ etc., in question ; 
though it may be possible, yet much stress 
Thus then the root-meanings being 
t another ground for doubt in the mind 
of the Parvapaksht, viz., Is the Bhavana mentioned as subservient to the root- 
meaning, and as such does it end with each Root-meaning ? or are Root- 
meanings subservient to the Bhavana, and as such they conjointly serve 
to qualify it ? i 
On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“Je is conjorntly that the Root-meanings qualify the Bhavand. 
“Tnasmuch as the Bhashya often uses the word“ samudaya’ (‘ combin- 
“ ation’)—as iu the sentences, ‘ samuddyagcikirshitah,’ ‘ samudayadékam- 
“ apurvam,’ na cūçabdah samudayah,’ ete.—and as it spesks of the Apur- 
“ya as one only, it seems clear that the idea desired to be conveyed 
% wag that a single Aptirva follows from all the three Bhavanas. And in 
“ support of this idea the Bhashya brings forward the following arguments: 
„In the first iustance, that which is not seen is concluded to be non est ; 
a and also so long as (in the absence of the unseen factor) there appears 
“no incompatibility in what is actually seon (with what is spoken of), 
“it is concluded that the unseen does not exist; it is only when there 
“is a contradiction between the seen and the spoken, that we can rightly 
“assume the existence of the unseen ; and hence, when the contradiction 


“is removed by the assumption of only one such angeen factor, there 


possible in the 
somehow or other, 
but in the case of these, 
should not be laid upon this unity. 
really different, there seems to be ye 


612 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II—PADA 1I—ADHI (l). 


need be no assumption of many such factors. It is with a view to this 
“that it has been declared: When there is a contradiction, then alone 
“can an unseen factor he assumed, whereby the seen or the heard would 
“become supported.’ And under the circumstances if there were no 
difference ou the ground of simplicity—between the assumption of one 
“and that of many factors, then we might go on assuming many factors ; 
“but, as a matter of fact, we do perceive such a difference; hence it must 
be admitted that a single unseen ‘ Apirva’ follows from the combination 
“of the three Bhāvanās.” Thus is Purvapaksha A.] i 

This statement of the Parvapuksha, however, is open to the following 
objection: ‘What is that word that has laid down the Combination of 
Bhavands, wherefrom the single Aparva would follow ¥’ And in view of 
this objection the Bhashya states the Purvapaksha somewhat differently as 
follows :— _ 

PURVAPAKSHA (B). 

Says the Bhashya: “Atha va yajetety@tasya purvo bhigo, ete. And 
the seuse of this is that the words denote a single Bhavani as qualified 
“by the denotations of the three roots. In support of this we have the 
“followiug arguments: Inasmuch as (in all verbs) it is the denotation 
“of the Affix (which is the Bhavana) that is the predominant factor, 
“it cannot, as such, be different with each Root; inasmuch as the Root- 
© meanings are spoken of as subservient to that denotation of the Affix, 
“they must be taken as collectively (qualifying it). Th 
“if, in the case of verbs, the Root-meanings formed the 
“factors, then alone would the Bhavana be subservient to them, and 
“as such would be different with each Root-meaning ; as 2 matter of 
“fact, however, in all verbs, predominance belongs to the Bhavana . 
“ and specially as the Root and the Affix are both parts of the denotatio i 
“of the Affix (z.e., the Bhavana), it must be admitted that the Guer; n 
“ (denoted by the root ‘yaj’ in ‘yajati’), the sft (denoted by ff teri H 
4% in the word ‘dadāti'), and the mre A 
«c ha’ in ‘ juhot’), all an ), an the libation (denoted by the root 

), a conjoĩutly qualify a single Bhavana ; just as in the 


case of the sentence 4 ee i 
“all the adjectives runaya prigakshya ekahayanya gavd sowan krinat i 


k jointly qualify the cow. Then as 

why, if the Bhavana meant is only one, there are three 1 — 
yajati,’ etc.), though it is not 

€ t to be repeated with each of its 

m i as it is absolutely impossible 

x itself i 
“ becomes necessary for us to eneel the dese eee Oe ape 8 
with a view to making the use of the root possible (a; ge 


8 without 
“the root could not be used, and a use of the root s thie ok 
„ as 


ab is to Say, 
predominant 
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pointing out the qualifications of the Bhavana). If we met with the 
‘‘affix alone, as we do with Krināti’ (in the sentence before quoted), 
“then, though pronounced but once, it would become connected with 
“all the roots, just as the verb ‘krinati’ becomes connected with all 
“the adjectives, ‘arupaya’ and the rest. But as the Affix by itself 
“could never form a word, no such can ever be met with; and it has 
“to he repeated. And we have often met with instances where there are 
“ repetitions for the sake of the connection of different qualifications, e.g., 
“c Guuryagnéna kalpatam and prãno yajnena kalpatdm ; and again ‘Dadhna 
“ guhoti’ and ‘ payasd juhoti’ ;— dindravayavam grhnati’ and ‘ maitravara- 
“ nam grhnati, and so forth. We even find a repetition of the same action, 
for instance, the Jyotishtoma’ is performed many times over, with a 
“view to connect it with the various Deities laid down in connection 
“with it. 

„Thus then, inasmuch as all the verbs concerned serve the single 
purpose (of denoting the Bhavana), all of them—‘ yajati,’ ‘dadatt,’ 
“and ‘juhoti ’—must be taken as forming a single sentence; and thus tke 
« Action being one, the resultant Apurva must be one only.” 

It is only this second statement of the Pérvapaksha that is the correct 
one; and not the former one, which was based upon a combination of all the 
Bhavanas. Because (1) when the Bhavands are distinct, their results, 
the Apirvas, must necessarily be many; and (2) because the Bhavanas — 
could not be taken 15 forming a single collective whole, unless they be | 
ed by a single word. 
ae eer is to say, (1) if the Parvapaksht admits the Bhavands to 
be distinct, then, inasmuch as this distinctness could not be possible 

Apurvas also being distiact, he would have to 


ithout their resultant 
without ə latter also to be distinct and many; and then what useful 


admit thes 97 70 : 
urpose could be served by the statement of the Pürvapaksha? (2) Aud we 
P t of a collective whole being formed of many individuals, only 


can ee conditions, viz. (a) when we find that many are spoken of, subse- 
cou ee a single name; 6.9., having laid down three sacrifices, the 
8 0 conoiades with“ one who performs this Pauruamũst sacrifice, eto. 
where we F applied to the previously 
enjoined three sacrifices ; and (b) when many actions are found to conjointly 
lead to a single result; e. 9., one should offer the Bajasiiya if he desires 
the Kingdom of Heaven,’ where the name Réjasitya’ is given to 
a number of sacrifices, which together lead to the specified result. 
In the case in question, however, we find none of these two conditions ; 
and as auch we cannot admit of a single collective whole being made up 


of the three Bhavands. ie , 
Objection : “But we do meot with the sentence ‘ jyottshtoména,’ ete. 
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„ from which it is clear that a single composite whole is formed by the 


«t yajati,’ ete.” d ; ’ identifie 
: s 
Reply: But it is not 80; because the wor Jyotishtoma 


itself only with the root ‘yai’ (to sacrifice); and as such it would 


point to the sacrifices only. 
For these reasons the 
is not tenable. 
We have therefore to interp 
appears to be a statement of the 
mon iho Parvapaksha comes to pe this: The Action laid down by the 


“three sentences is one only, : > 
“by the denotations of the three roots ; and in support of this the 


“following arguments have been brought forward : If we accept this 
«conclusion then it is necessary tO make but a slight assumption of 
“the unseen factor. Tf the actions are held to be different, then it 
« would be necessary to assume many unseen factors, for which there 
« gould not be the least justification. For these reasons ‘ a single composite 
«ig meant to be expressed, by which it is meant that there are many 
“ parts of a single Action. Therefore we must conclude that in the word 
“ ‘ yagéta,’ the first part 9. signifies — sacriſice, and the second part 
„ signifies the Bhavand, and 80 forth: _ Rora people seem to think that the 
« expression ‘atha vā’ in the Bhāäshya 18a mistaken reading. Butit could 
pe very well explained in the following manner: The Bhashya has brought 
«forward two sets of arguments un favour of the Pairvapaksha; having 
„explained the first of these, 1n the shape of the advantage of assumin 
“Jess of the unseen than whatis necessary in the other theory, it i g 
“sight ‘that it should introduce the second by ‘atha va? (ö cl i 3 
„That is to say, the sense of the Bhash : secondly ). 
« necessary for us to point out the disad 5 to be this: It is not 
„ having to assume mach m isadvantage, in the other theory, of 

ore of the unseen element; as it is b 

44 of the words themselves that we shall prove the Bha aod é y means 
« And it proceeds to do this by showing that though . 5 one only. 
„verbs differ from one another, yet inasmu e RS rst parts of the 
“the same affix, their denotations are identical. a 5 — have 
by the sentence (in the Bhashya): ‘tatha dadatiti pū er he meant 
uttarastaméva bhavayéditi. The latter portion of he datyartham 
“sight to mean that the second part shows that the 155 seems at first 
“45 the Root · meaning; but this is not what is —— oe of He iti 
; because it has been 


former representation of the P#rvapaksha 


ret the portion of the Bhashya that 
previous Pirvapaksha, in the following 


„ ghown that in all cases that which is denoted ey the Boob ; 
e Root can never 


“þe the object of the Bhavana ; and also b 
ec . 
«could never be of any use to the Wine ie Geum al 


put variously coloured, like the rainbow, 
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“it cannot be said that the Root-meaning is described by the second 
Part of the verb. Therefore we must construe the sentence as follows: 
“In the word ‘dadati,’ the first part (the root da“) signifies to give ; 
and the second part (the affix) serves to describe that—Bhavana—which 
bas been previously denoted by the affix in ‘ yajeta,’—the only purpose 
“ of this descriptive reiteration by ‘ dadati,’ of the previously denoted Bha- 
“vang being the connecting of the said Bhavana with the denotation of a 
root other than the former (‘yaj’). The same may be said with regard 
“to the word Juho also. That such is the sense of the Bhashya 
“is also shown by the fact that in connection with the word ‘yay@ta,’ 
“the Bhashya does not make use of the word anuvadatt (describes), 
“the oniy reason whereof being that in this case there is no Bhavana, 
ce previously expressed, that could be described (by the affix in * yajēta 95 
If the Bhashya had meant the denotation of the Root to be the object 
“of the Bhavand, then this would apply to the first verb, as well as to the 
“other two (and thus there could be no difference in the way of 
ss explaining the signification of the three verbs); and the Bhashya could 
not have left off the first verb (‘yayéta’) and made the declaration 
(of the root denotation being the object of the Bhavana) _with regard 
“ to the last two only. Consequently we must take the Bhashya only as 
pointing to the singleness of the Bhavana. Thus then, there is a single 
“ Bhavana, and a single Action, in the case in question. 


5 ñ. t Yadva yajatigabdena vihitam, etc.,—must 
The Bhdshya passage 4 v F 


“ be taken as pointing out the fact of 

in question being the same, because in all three we Beye ne 3 

“factor of giving up one’s possession. Even if, for purposes of taking the 
groing up ly descriptive of yajéta,’ we have 


„verbs ;? and ‘juhotc’ as mere 
“to 55 indirect indication (by those two words), —then 


cc 8 ; ore reasonable than the assumption of many 
s 5 be necessary, in case we took the three words 
“as expressing three distinct actions. Specially as in descriptions, the 
s process of indirect indication is not objectionable, because the purpose 
* of the description’ is to lay down a particular accessory. For in- 
“stance, in the case of the sentence (‘atreyaya hirazyam dadats ), the 
“ first sentence lays down the action of giving, the gold as the object to 
“be given, and Atreya as the person to whom it is to be given . and yhe 
“the following sentence does is simply to lay down the Dakshina f pers e 
“object to be given away. It might be urged pr 0 ai 
“the name (of a sacrifice) it could not be taken on 2 5 sei 
“an accessory detail (the object to be given away). Ba Py 
only if we accept the 


“ this is that th word can be taken as & name, 85 : 
“sentence, in MePA it occurs, to be an injunction of a certain action. 
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“ As a matter of fact, however, we hold it to be only ‘ descriptive ’ of what 
“has gone before; aud hence, as otherwise the sentence would become 
“absolutely meaningless, we must admit it to be the injunction of an 
“ accessory detail. Thus, then, it must be admitted that it is with refer- _ 
“ence to the denotations of the verbs yajaéi,’ ‘ dadāti and juhoti, that 
“the Bhashya has declared m karyam,’ which only means that the 
“ signification of the roots is one only; and hence, in accordance with 
“the maxim that anything besides a certain object must be for its sake, 
“we conclude that the roots imply a single Apūrva and the verbs denote 


different actions.” _ 
SIDDHANTA. 


To all that has been urged above, we make the following reply :— 


Whenever there is a difference in the denotations of the Roots, 
we must conclude that the Bhavana also is distinct in each case. And 
when a Bhavana has once appeared as qualified by the denotation of one 
Root, it is not possible for the same Bhavané to be subsequently qualified 
by others as well. ö 

That is to say, though the word denoting the Bhavana is one only, 
and its denotation—the Bhavana—forms the predominant factor, yet 
whenever there is a difference in the qualifying Root-denotation, the 
Bhavana must be admitted to be distinct also. Nor is it possible for 
three Root-denotations to fall in within a single Bhavana. Nor can they 
form a single composite whole, because all them equally have the same 
purpose of expressing the instrumental factor (of the Bhavana); and also 
because each of them is expressed by a different word, quite independent 
‘of another. Nor is it possible for a single Root-denotation to incl EY 

within itself three Root-denotations ; and it is not ossibl F 4 taral 
Roots, independent of one another, to be laid down j . A W in 
for the sake of any Affix; because in the matter of th , aa ee a ve 
n 1e adapting of affixes 


II-i- 18 
attaches to the singular number (III. i- 91), where great significance 


(and this sl 
root can be adapted to only one affix). = 


8 i 
verbs to form a single sentence; as they done n apem — 
they do not appear incomplete on being separated (and © purpose, 
do not fulfill the conditions of syntactial unity); and it i as such they 
to make a single sentence out of them, by —— IA is not possible 
(as following from them); because such an assum Beat a single Apũrva 
under Sitra II-. 47, and also because the diferenes 4 negatives 
among Actions is not dependent upon a difference = eee 4 
among dpurvas; as a matter of fact it is quite to tł — — 
difference or non- difference of Apirvas depen ding eeneg e eae 
And further, if it were possible for the Bhavana by itself to bs 


1ows that in one word one 
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expressed by any word, then alone could it be possible for it to. be 
referred to by the other verbs, and to be referred to and simultaneously 
qualified by the denotations of the three roots, viz., the Sacrifice, the 
Gift, and the Libation, like what we find to be the case when a single 
cow is qualified by many adjectives ‘red,’ etc., occurring in the same 
sentence, or when the action of Homa is qualified by many materials 
‘Dadhi’ and the rest, mentioned in many sentences. As a matter of 
fact, however, we never find the Bhavana by itself to be even expresséd 
(by the Affix) apart (from the Root); and hence we must conclude 
that in the case in question, the Bhavana must be brought about either 
by one, or by all, of the verbs (‘dadati,’ etc.). Then, if it be held to be 
brought about by all of them, then, inasmuch as there could be no bringing 
about of that which would have been once brought about by one (word 
‘ dadati’), we could not but admit each of these verbs to express different 
actions. If, on the other hand, the Bhavan were held to be brought 
about by only one of the three verbs,—then, there being no reason in 
favour of any particular word, it could not be ascertained by which 
one of them it is brought about; and it would be taken as brought 
about by any one-of the three; and under ‘the circumstances, it could not 
be qualified by auy root other than that which ocenrs in the word denoting 
it. And further the Bhavan, having primarily appeared in connection 
with one root-denotation, this denotation, as based upon Direct Denota- 
tion, would be the most authoritative of all, and as such it would never 
admit of any: optional alternative qualifications in the shape of the 
q i f other Roots. And then, these other Roots having been set 
j enotations ies avana, they must come to qualify distinct Bhavands 
aside from that 5 155 ae words in which they themselves occur. Thus 
haps abe 1 tue case of each of these Bhavanis, the qualification 


by means of the Root-denotation mentioned in the same word as the 
—s n . 


based upon the exige 
former would be y 
if the word ‘dadate 
the word ‘ yajati, ? 1 
. N u together different word (‘ yajati’), it could get at 
in tlie wake of n 

that Bhavana only 


i Question: : gnised as the same (as that which 
‘dadats,* it would be directly ses ann 


78 
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by the word ‘ yajati’); and as such it is not 

& right to assert that the relationship of the word ‘dadati’ with that 

* Bhavana would depend upon the syntax and the context.” 

Auster: Who is there among the upholders of the theory of the 

Actions being different, that does not accept a generic unity (i., as a class 
to be one only; just as the class ‘cow’ is one, 


we all regard Bhavana’ 
though it is the individual cows and the individual Bhavanas that are 


different and many). a 
Question: But in the case in question, there is no ground for 


holding a multiplicity of Individual Bhāvanäs. ” 
‘Answer: How do you say that there is no ground, when, as a matte 
of fact, we actually find that the Bhavana is distinctly recognised 
as different with each word, on account of the presence of different Roots? 
Question: “Just as in the case of words, we hold their apparent 
“ difference to be due to attendant accessories, and not real, so in the 
“game manner, the apparent difference in Bhavands also may not be 
real (but only due to accessories). 
Answer: It ia not so; because even in the case of words, there is 
no one who does not accept, to be real, the differences of ‘ga’ and the ö 
other letters; in the same manner, in the case in question also, the 
difference among the Bhdvands having been established by the difference 
among the Root-denotations, ‘ Sacrifice, otc., we come to think of all 
Bhavands as one under the class Performance:; just as we think of all 


words as one under the class ‘Gabdatoa.’ Then again, in the case of 
the word, we have such agencies as those of sound and the like, which, 
being distinct from the Word itself, make unreal any such distinctions 
of words as into the Short, ete. ; whereas in the case in question, the 
sacrifice, etc. (which are signified by a part of the same word an the 
Bhavand) are neither removed nor totally distinct from the Bhavana itself; 
and as such the distinctions based upon those (sacrifice, etc.) cannot be o 


said to be unreal. 

For these reasons the actions expressed by the three verbs must 
pe held to be different. In support of this we have the following: When 
a piece of rock · crystal has been spoken of as red, the mention of black 
could not but be taken as referring to another piece of crystal; in the 
same manner, when one word has spoken of the Bhavan& as connected 
with one Root-denotation, the mention of other Roots could not but 
be taken as referring to other Bhadvanas. f 

Farther, with regard to the denotation of the l 
there is always a definite order,—based upon V 
upon actual usage, —in which they appear; and hence when the aan 
prebender will have been taken up by the denotation of the Root which 


as previously expressed 
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appears first, the Affix coming in after this, it could not but signify its, 
object as connected (with the denotation of the Root), It is for this 
reason that we never come across the pure denotation of the Affix by itself. 
It has also been declared that ‘the terminations, Accusative, ete.. 
appearing from out of nouns, always show that the denotation of the noun 
is their qualifier.’ 

Says the Bhishya: ‘ Prayogavakyageshabhavéna hi samuddyasya satt- 
sambandhah’ (the collective whole is believed to exist only on account 
of the supposed Directive Sentence that recapitulates all the subsi- 
diaries ns belonging to a single Primary). The sense of this is this: 
The opponent has based his declaration. of the Bhavana being qualified 
by the three Root-denotations collectively, on the sole ground of the 
assumption of a single Apirva. And it is a well-known fact that 
au Apiirva is assumed only with a view to rationalise the connection 
between n certain Action and a certain remote Result; and it is also 
known that it is only when the sentences laying down the subsidiaries 
are all taken along with a single supposed Directive Injunction, that 
they become connected with the particular result with which, by them- 
selves, they have no connection at all. And what the supposed Directive ` 
Injunction does is to take in only those Actions whose particular forms 
have been duly ascertained; and thus when once the distinct form of 
each of the Actions has been ascertained, they come to be recognised as 
distinct from one another; and then it is not possible for them to be 
unified into one composite whole. 3 d uhoti’ i 

Nor again, in the case of the words“ dadats 125 5 oti’ do we find 
them forming part of any supposed Directivo njune n because the 
only such injunction that we have is ef ee and this 
mentions the ydga’ (sacrifice) only. Nor T the word yaga” he said 
to indirectly indicate the Dana and the Homa, because that would 
entail the word ydga’ renouncing its own signification ; for if the word 
‘yaga’ were to ‘signify the ‘sacrificing’ and at the same time indicate 
the ‘giving,’ then we would have the absurdity of Direct Denotation 
appearing simultaneously with Indirect Indication, For these reasons 
there can be no reasonable assumption of any combination. 

Thus, then, the fact of the roots being different making the words 
themselves different, it is cognised that the Bhavana is qualified (by the 
Root-Denotation). And this 5 Sas 8 to be sublated by 

ther cognition. Nor again can the denotations of all the three 
sls e be identical, because while ‘yāga’' means the mere 
Hoot „ > nership ‘Homa’ means this giving up plus the 
gwing up of one's own ow a: Dana’ means the creation of the ownership 
action of pouring into fire; an 


w ’ i 
of another person over and above the giving uP Sr onsen: “Nor-cei ii ke 
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held ‘that ‘Dana’ and ‘ Homa’ indicate the mere giving up of one's own 
ownership; because the Direct Significations of the words are quite 
compatible with the sentences in which they occur (and as such there 
can be no ground for having recourse to Indirect Indication). 7 
Nobody knows of any such material as the ‘ DakshinGni,’ and hence 
on account of the word occurring along with juhoti’ (which denotes 
the action of Libation), we must accept it to be the name of an Action. 
And then, with a view to avoid the sentence becoming absolutely meaning- 
less, we accept the Homa to be enjoined by the word qukoti. N 
In the case of ‘dadati,’ if it were taken as laying down a material 
With reference to the ‘yd@ga,’ then, inasmuch as it wonld be necessary 
for the sentence containing that word to express the relationship of the 
giving with the given,—the gold and the person Alvéya (as the recipient), 
there would result a syntactical split; and hence in this case the difference 
of the action of ‘Dana’ from that of ‘Yaga’ would be based upon the 
difference of the accessory materials, and not on that of mere difference 
in words (which is what is meant to be exemplified here); and hence 
we should cite as example another ‘dadati’ (f. e., other than the one occur- 
ring in the sentence cited in the Bhashya),—which would have either 


only one accessory material, or none at all. 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[Treating of the difference in the Apurvas of the Samit and other sacrifices.} 


Sūtra (2): The repetition of the same word also (is a 3 
of differentiation); because if there were no such specification, 


the repetition would be useless. 


After the Adhikarana treating of the differentiation of actions 
by means of different words, what comes in the mind foremost is the 
idea, that ‘there can be no such differentiation when the same word 
is repeated’; and hence it is that the Bhishya now introduces the 
- Adhikarana with this Pérvapaksha. i 

Having quoted the sentences samidho yajatt,’ ‘ taniinapatam yoiati,’ 
etc.,—what the Bhdshya does is to leave aside the words samidhah’ and 
‘ tanunapatam, ’ etc., and then to put forward the question: “The word 
‘yajati’ ia found to be mentioned five times ; and does it all express a 
single action, or do the five express five distinct actions ? ” 

This way of patting the question, however, is objeoted to by some 

people, as follows: The words ‘samit,’ etc., could be taken either as 
‘t names of actions, or as expressing accessortes of actions; nnd as these 
“two facts would duly differentiate the actions laid down by the sen- 
“ tences in question, the mere repetition of the yajati would have nothing 
“ to do with that differentiation. There are six means available for the 
“differentiation of actions; aud each of these should be shown distinctly 
“as functioning in due accordance with the special capability\of each ; 
“ consequently in the case in question, so long as we have not set aside 
“the capability of the Accessory and the Name to differentiate actions, 
“ it is not possible for the Bepetition to have any influence in the matter, 
# which rightly lies within the jurisdiction of others. And hence, we 
should cite another example. As a matter of fact, however, no such 
‘¢ example is possible, because, in the whole Veda, a verb is never used alone 
“ by itself; and whenever + noun happens to be used, it must be either 
itas a Name or as an Accessory; and so there would be nothing in the 
“way of differentiation left to be done by the Verb. For instance, 
“tin the case of all such sentences as alndravdgavam grhnāti’ and 
“the like, we find that the Actions mentioned in them differ from one 
“ another, on account of the fact of each of those Actions being intimately 
“connected with a distinct Accessory a its 3 And in the case of 
“such sentences as ‘ bhinnd juhols, skann? juhot and thy: liko, as 
‘each of the Actions is mentioned in connection with a distinct occasion, 
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“they are regarded as different from one another, as shown under Sũtra 
*II—iii— 25: And in this case, as each ‘juhoti’ serves the purpose of con - 
“necting the action of Huma with each particular occasion, it cannot be said 
“to be useless; and as such, it cannot be the means of differentinting the 
“ Actions concerned. Some people quote, as an example (of the differ 
“entiation by Repetition), the sentences Pancagdradiyéshu tan paryagni- 
“krt@n, tân paryagnikrtan,’ etc., but they lose sight of the fact that the 
“repetition in this case is merely descriptive of the same Primary Action 
“(and as such no differentiation is possible); nor do we find in these 
“sentences the word ‘yajat?,’ a repetition of which would express a 
“ difference among the Actions. And hence we conclude that no example 
“of differentiation by Repetition is available,” 

We base our reply to the above side-objection to the Bhashyu, on the 
very sentences that have been quoted by the Bhashya. As n rule, when- 
ever a Noun appears in connection witha Verb, it is almost always sub- 
servient to this latter; and hence it is the Verb, as the predominant factor, 
to which belongs the capability of expressing the difference or non- 
difference (of Actions). That is to say, those nouns that express an object 
of predication are subservient to the Verb, and as such, always following 
in its wake, they stand in need of the functioning of the Verb. Hence 
when the Verb has entered into the Primary Action, the noun also 
becomes either a name of the same Action, or mentions an Accessory 
for it; and if the Verb points to an Apirva, then the noun also belongs 
to that Apūrva; and thus the difference or non-difference of Actions 
having been duly recognised (by means of the Verb), the words Samit’ - 
and the rest, coming in subsequently, become useless and indifferent 
(as regards the pointing out of the said difference or non-difference) ; 
and it is for this reason that we lenve aside these words, and take into 
consideration ee 1 only. : 

uestion : “In tha case, (1) the Name, an . 
ba 8 be 1 15 5 differentiation of Fer oa ies 
Answer: Certainly they would serve t k . . ; 
tion, in cases where the Verb does not 5 ae this differentia- 
of suoh cases, to be cited later on, are (1) ‘ athaisha jyoti 
‘väjibhyo väjinam, etc.’ [in (1) the differentiation being d 


); the examples 
h, ete.” and (2) 
ue to the nume 


ë ` ion b wa eyi 
to point out the connection of the particular Result ith ne N 


Accessory,— the differentiation required will have been done by the 
names ‘jyotsh, etc,’ which have a prior Operation, Even in a case where 
the force of the verb makes its connection with the Primary Action impos- 


` 
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sible, there is laid down an Accessory not otherwise possible; and iu this 
case too the differentiation is done by the Accessory; as it will be shown 
(in the Adhikarana dealing with the Accessory as the means of differentia- 
tion), by the Bhashya after accepting the facta brought forward by the 
opponent—‘ this connection of the Deity and the Sacrifice being enjoined 
etc., etc., etc. (the sense of which is that the sacrifice having been enjoined 
in a previous sentence, what the repetition of the same does is to point out 
its connection with an Accessory, in the shape of the Deity). But a 
differentiation by the Accessory is possible, only when the Verb is found 
to have lost its differentiative potency ; and hence it is only right that 
first of all we should consider the Verb (as the means of differentiation). 
The Bhashya puts forward the question in the form kimekamapūr- 
vam ? ; and this implies the question of the difference or non-difference of 
the Actions; or it may be taken as “does the word / aj ati, repeated fivetimes, 
lay down one Action aud one Apiirva,’ or five Actions and five Apiirvas ?” 


And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


one Apürva; because, as shown in the previous 
e signification of the affix be the same, yet a 
to differentiate the Actions; when, however, 
t would be there to point out the Actions 


“ They indicate only 
“ Adhikarana, though th 
‘t difference in the Roots serves 
“the Root also is the same, wha 


t to be different? 8 177 
“Further, on the utterance of the first sentence—‘samidho aj ut 
“an idea of the Action ‘ydga’ presents itself to the mind; and hence when 
ction denoted by this is at 


t: the same Verb is pronounced again, the A 
nised as the same that had previously come to the mind; and 


“as such the repetition does not point ont any difference in the Action. 
“That is to say, when the word ‘yajatt’ has been once directly 
“ heard, if it happens to be pronounced again, it is at once recognised 
«as the same word that had been previously heard, and no difference is 
“ perceived between the two words; so also in the case of its denotation 
„(which being comprehended once is always recognised to be the same, 
“ whenever that word is uttered). Andin the case in question, all that the 
“gecond ‘yafati’, though directly heard, does is to express over again that. 
which has already been cognised (by means of the 


“same Action of yaga 1 
, it becomes redundant, yet it 


4c firgt : ine n d thou h, 8&8 such 
rat ‘yajatt’); an E, f ? distinct words; and in the same manner, a 


„cannot make the two yajatt 3 8 
“repetition of the word, even though becoming otherwise superfluous, 
“could not make the meaning of one ‘yajatt’ different from that of the 
other, For cortainly ‘ superfluousness (like Inconsistency) 18 not a 


“ once recog 
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““means of right knowledye. Only that which the Veda 1 2 a 
“should be accepted as the authoritative means of knowledge, Ae H 
“ taking their stand upon the authority of the Veda. And ` i 11 
in question, we find that the Veda, in using the same r ee 
“distinctly points to a non-difference between the Actions ; an 1 
“he who would hold them to be different, would be going wants ai 
authority of the Veda itself. And as a matter of — he a 
“nothing wrong in the admitting of the superfluousness —— ae 
“if such superfluousness happen to be necessitated by a higher at 


“But we have the following ways of avoiding the said superfluous- 
— 5 h rd yajati’ as repeated in the second and the following 
a 1 7 85 iia a by the supposed Directive Injunction dealing 
es tl i Primary Action together with all its subsidiaries, could be 
bi ares a not affording any meaning, but only as laid down for the * 
„purpose of being verbally repeated. fam in this way there would be 
no repeated mention of the Action of ‘yāga’). — , — 

„(2) The repetition may be taken as only serving to emphasise 
“same fact. We actually find that in ordinary parlance, people go on 
“repeating certain words (by way of emphasising)—even more tag 
“twice—until the idea meant to be conveyed by them is fully compro; 
“hended by the person to whom the words are addressed. So also, in the 

“scriptures, we find, in course of the story of Pancendra,’ that the old 
“ spinster asks for a husband five times. And though in the case of this 
“story, the person to whom the request was preferred was a Deity 
(Indra) capable of playing pranks (whereby he gave the spinster 
“t five husbands, taking her repeated requests as distinct demands), 
‘yet, in the case in question, we have no such playful persor .; uca 
“with; and herce we cannot take the five repetitions of the word ‘ yajati’ 
“as denoting five distinct sacritices, 
“(3) The Injunction of the Action being accepted to reside in all 
A the five utterances of the word ‘yajati,’ the Action enjoined comes to 
be one only; just as though we find the injanction of the ‘ Jyotishtoma’ 
“in many Vedic Rescensions, yet we accept the ‘ Jyotistoma’ itself to be 
“ one sacrifice only. Thus then, as when many wo 
“ing, they come to be taken as optional alternatiy 
“ is the same sacrifice that is enjoined, at one time 
“yajati,’ and at another by the sentence ‘taniinapatam yajati And 
“(in the case of optional alternatives, there can be no superfluou 
“in the matter, which could lead us to take them 
Actions; because) when we find the Vrthi 


rds have the same mean- 


es, 80 We Conclude that it 
„by the Sentence ‘ gg midho 


sness 
as expressing distinct 
and the Yava serving the 
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“same purpose, we do not accept one of them to be useless, and as such 
“serving an altogether different purpose. 
“ (4) The subsequent sentences may be taken as laying down distinct 
“ Deities —' Tantinap&t’ and the rest—for the sacrifice; and thus too, 
“the repetition would not be useless. If the second ‘ yajatt’ enjoined 
“an Action, then alone could the word taniénapat’ be taken as the Name 
“of the Action; as a matter of fact, however, the second ‘yajati’ only 
refers to the same sacrifice that has been expressed by the first ‘ yajats’ ; 
“and as such the word ‘ taniinapat’ cannot be a Name ; it must be taken 
“as laying down an Accessory (Deity) for the same sacrifice. And thus 
“ too, the repetitions cannot be taken as pointing out different actions, 
“And further, as a matter of fact, the same word or object, 
“eren when appearing in places far apart, is always recognised 
“as the same; and in this case it cannot be said that they are different; 
“ just as when a man returns home after a long absence, and recognises 
„ his people to be the same as those he left behind him, they are not 
“taken to be other than these. And when such is the case when they 
* occur in distant places, how could it be otherwise in the case in question 
“when the two sentences occurring close together, the impressions pro- 
“ duced by them are still present in the mind while the second is uttered. 
“If there were a distinct meaning each time that the word were 
“ pronounced, then the denotation of each word would consist of erer- 
“changing individuals (and not of an eternal class, as held by the 
Mimänsaku). : . : 
“And further, in the case of the sentences in question there is no 
“such thing as the class Sacrifice as apart from the Individual Sacri- 
“fices, just as there is no cluss a gatea” apart from the individual 
); aud thus the word 1a being restricted to an individual 
could there be a different action (expressed by the word 
he second sentence for instance)? That is to say, 
viow to justify the repetition of the word, the 
formed five times over, yet the Action would be 
e find that, though the Jyotishfoma is performed 
be a single Action (though in the case of this 
junction of its 9 5 orks pss 1 
: š » we have no such ground for repeating 
5 In the case in question, ache A the repetition of the word ‘yajati, 
the performance; because alt lay down alternative Deities in con- 
“with ‘taninapat,’ etc., does is to ley 
—:: barns Sadri that in the case in question, the 


f “ For these reasons, we conclude a 
0 x 1 
Sacrifice pointed out is one and one only. 


“letter ‘ga 
‘eal sadrjice, how 
“‘yajati’ in the 
„even though with a 
“ sacrifice might be per 
“ono and one only; 88 W 
t thrice, yet it is admitted to 
“latter we have a distinct In 


79 
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SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply :— 

The repetition of the same word would also be so :—i.e,, exactly like 
different words, that also would be a means of differentiating Actions. 

Because, by its direct denotative potency, the Verb, in the first 
instance, lays down the Action; and it is only when this potency has been 
forestalled by another—z.e., when the Action has been already mentioned 
by another word—, that it requires that Action to be referred to along 
with itself. 

If the mere fact of the ‘ sacrifice’ continuing in the mind of the 
person (at the time that the second ‘ yajati’ is pronounced) were the 
sole cause of this latter yajati’ referring to the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by 
the former yajati,’ then alone would it fail to give us an idea of a different 
Action, Asa matter of fact, however, the mere fact of such continuance 
in the mind is not sufficient cause for making the second ‘yajati’ a 
secoudary reference (to what has gone before); the fact is that it is only 
the particular form of such reference ( Aniivada) that is shown by the 
idea born of the context; and the generic fact that there is an Anuvada 
is shown by the sentence itself. 

That is to say, when the Injunctive potency of the I 
is removed from the denotation of the Root, then, 
being no potency for more than one Injunction, w 
secondary reference to the denotation of the Root; a 
plied by the ee n (in the mind, of the idea of the previously- 
expressed Ac ion). e removal of the Injunctive potency from the 
Root-meaning is due to the fact of the Injunctive t swing ak 
another object for Injunction (and to the said ¢ „pasenoy having takon ap 
in the case of such sup ontinuance) ; 1 for instance 
juhoti” (the verbs ‘yajeta’ ang: — — — e, dadhnā 
pose of laying down t’ are repeated only for the pur- 
the ‘ sacrifice’ and the ‘ Homa’ 
eding sentences, and which are 


njunctive Affix, 
in that case, there 
e look for a mere 
nd this want is sup- 


only referred to by t 


these cases, wher 
, ere many object . . a i 

: . 8 are mentioned in varion ay 

inasmuch as it ig n J S sentences, 


WN naturally ot possible to have a multiplicity of Injunctive poten- 


tion, which one sh 
when looking for that one particular object, we co 
that it must be that which keeps continuing in the 
is that in the case of the sentence“ dadhna juhoti, 
that has not been mentioned before, 
referring to a previously-expressed 


mind. And hence it 
as it is only the dadhi 
we take the Verb (‘ guhoti’) as only 
Homa, with reference to which the 


me to the conclusion, ` 
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sentence lays down a fresh material in the shape of the dadhi. When, 
however, there are not many objects meant to be enjoined, then, in the 
case of that sentence we do not look for anything that would be referred 
to by the subsequent verbs. And hence, so long as the sentence itself does 
not give us any general idea of the presence of such secondary reference, 
what useful purpose could be served by the said ‘ continuance,’ which 
depends upon a due fulfilment of the general idea of the presence of an 
anuvada, and which is the sole ground for admitting of a particular 
form of reference (Anuv@da)? Thus then the definition of ‘ Anuvada’ 
is, not that ‘that which has been previously laid down, is referred to sub- 
sequently,’ but that ‘that (1) with regard to which there is an idea 
that it ought to be referred to, and (2) which happens to have been pre- 
viously iaid down, is that which is referred to; and there can be no such 
Reference, when neither of these two conditions is absent—z.e., neither by 
the mere desire for reference, nor by the mere fact of its having been previ- 
ously laid down. Consequently then, though there is a desire for Reference, 
yet, inasmuch as the object is not one that has been laid down before, 
we cannot but admit it to be an Injunction of an Action with certain 
qualifications ; and conversely, even though the object may be known 
to be such as has been previously laid down, inasmuch as there is no desire 
for a secondary Reference, we cannot but admit the Injunction to refer 
to a different Action altogether, notwithstanding the fact of the Root 
as well as the Affix being actually recognised to be the same (as in the 
‘ yajati’). 

case r peer} urged above that the proximity of the previously- 
oned sacrifice being very strong, even if the word ‘yajati’ were to 
ced a hundred times, the idea of that sacrifice would not 
disappear. But all such disappearance 8 appear quite possible if the 
opponent only knew the comparative Bareng r weakness of the various 

g of knowledge. For instauce, it is by Direct Signification that we 
pat the Actions to be different, while it is by means of Proximity 
are cognised as identical ; and hence for those who are cognisant 
of the fact of Direct Signification of the word being more authoritative 
of the two, how could the Actions appear to be one and the same? When 
the Injunctive word (‘yajati’) has ee injunctive potency thrown 
aside from its legtimate object, then it 18 taken "P with the meaning of 
the Root and the Bhavana (signified by the saz) Aii r „ With regard 
to these that that word gives birth to an Injunction, which has for its 
object something not otherwise got at; and as such EPU gee 
its foot the idea of the sacrifice (mentioned by me second yajati’) having 
been already laid down (by the former ‘ yajati ); and thereby leads us 


to the conclusion that the object of this Injunction is such another Action 


menti 
be pronoun 


recog 
that they 
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as is quite capable of being enjoiued by it. And hence if this Tujunction 
should follow the Direct Word, it points to a distinct Action ; while if 
it should follow Proximity, then the Actions are identical. ; 

If, however, the Injunctive Word is taken up else where for 1 
the laying down of the material, etc., —then in such a oase, we admi 
of the Actions being identical, as pointed ont by Proximity ; because In 
this case such an assumption is not contrary to any higher authority. f 

Consequently, it must be admitted that the idea of all the 1 
Actions being identical is a mistaken one, due to the fact of all t ~ 
t sacrifices’ imparting the same aid to the Primary Sacrifice, and as ee 
being spoken of as ‘sacrifice’ in general. There is no ground for 11551 
nising each individual sacrifice’ to be the same as the one mentio : 
before. That which is actually recognised as one in reality, there ga 
difference of opinion as regards the unity of that, For iritence, 1m $ 
different kinds of sacrifices—tlie Paçu, the Soma and the Ishtt =t le 
generic character of ‘sacrifice’ is one and the same, and it is only with 
reference to specific Individuals that we think of any difference among 
them. , ; sou 5 

Objection: “In the case in question, it is the direct mention of the 
“same word ‘yajati’ which distinctly points to the identity of the 
“ Actions ; and as guch it cannot be said that the idea of oneness is 
“based upon Prowimity, and not upon Direct Word.” 

Reply : Ib is not £0; because all that the Direct mention of the word 
‘yajati’ does is to give rise to the simple idea that what it speaka of 
is ‘a sacrifice’; and it has nothing to do with any idea as to whether it 
is the snme as the one mentioned before or different from it. That is 
to say, the second ꝓydjati does not mean that the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by 
it is the same as that denoted by the previous ‘yayati’; and thus the 
denotation of the word being actually silent on this point (of difference 
or non-difference), people, not cognisant of the fact of the notion of 


identity being due to Proximity, are led to the mistaken conclusion that 


the recognition of sameness is based upon Direct Word. 
Objection : 


“Inasmuch as the word does not denote the Individual 


“(according to the Mimãn saka), it is only the single ‘class’ ‘ancrifice us 


„that would be denoted by the word ‘ yajati,’ whenever it may be used; 
“and as this class is always one and the same, the sameness in question 
„must be admitted to be denoted by Direct Word.” 

Reply: It is because the Individual is not denoted by the word, that 
the Direct Word points out the Actions to be distinct. 


are laid down are the Individuals 
(Sacrifice 


For instance, what 
(sacrifices) as qualified by the Olass 
) and hence in the case of all Injunctions, all consideration 
of difference or non tifference should be with regard to the Individuals, 


— 
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That is to say, the generic entity, that forms the real denotation of the 
word (. yajate for instance), being incapable of being performed, it cannot 
form the object of au Injunction ; aud hence in all cases it is the Individuals 
that form the objects of Injunctions. Hence it must be admitted that 
the sentence ‘ Samidho af lays down one specific individual sacrifice, 
and Tantnapatam yojati’ lays down another. And in the case in question 
we have the Injunctions of five such distinct individual sacrifices. 

It has been suggested above that “just us there is no difference 
“between the letter ‘ya’ and the gata“ so, in the same manner, there 
“may be no difference between the individual sacrifice and the class 
“t sacrifice,’ ” 

True, there is no difference; but it is only after we actually conclude 
from the very form of the Action that it is one only, that we can be sure of 
there being no difference; prior to such conclusion, we are absolutely certain 
of a difference. For example, in the case of the letter“ ga, when we found 
it to form a member of the classes of ‘Letter,’ ‘Sound’ and Pro- 
perty, —we concluded that the differences perceived in the various tones 
of the letter ‘ga’ itself, must be due to the specific properties of 
quickness, etc., which belong, not to the letter itself, but to the organ of 
its utterance; aud hence (there not being distinctin dividual ‘ya,’ we 
did not admit of any such generic entity as ‘gatwa’ (the class ga); in the 
same manner, when we find that all the sacrifices—down to the Samit’— 
form members of such classes as ‘Entity,’ ‘Action,’ and ‘Sacrifice,’ 
we conclude that each of these sacrifices does not become distinct, by 

ace or agent of its performance being 


the mere fact of the time, pl J . 7 aa 
different; because these differences are not in the sacrifice itself; and as 


such are exactly in the same position as the properties of ‘ quickness’ etc., 
in the case of the letter ‘ga.’ That is to say, the ‘ Samit-sacrifice ’ 
the Paurnamasi day is nothing distinct from the same 
„med on the Amavasya day; so also a difference in the 
laces of performance, does not make the Action 


performed on 
sacrifice perfo 
performer, or in the p 
different. 

But 
ence only in cases where the di 
perception; because on this poin 
authority of Sense-perception and th 


must admit of a difference among Action h as Different words’ 
the six means (enumerated in the present Pada)—such as Differe 


: “5 6 N 
and the like. Because in the case of the sacrifices— Tabii; panh oe 
‘Dhaka’ ‘Ahna’ and ‘Satra’—the idea of difference pane se i 

, . raneou 
that we have is never actually found either to be. dag ae eh OY 
properties or circumstances, or to be other than correct, 


as a matter of fact, it is not that we admit of an actual differ- 
fference is cognised by direct sense- 
t there is no difference between the 
at of the Word (Vedic), Hence we 
ctions, only in so far as is shown by 
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he individual It etc. are always found to be the objects of 1 
. — the words giving expression to them =e y 17 5 . ben 

1 ’ — — — w « 

it i Is that the Results follow ; 

i t; and it is from these individua i ; : 
proc iis belong to the single class ‘Sacrifice,’ and there are no sub 
a — 

as ‘ Ishtitva’ and the like). i 
S p: But such sub-classes as ‘Hkahatwa’ and the like are 
itted.” i i 
j i ly : Not so; because the fact of many sacrifices being a a 
‘ kaka; and recognised as such, is only due = ip = apa ba RE. 

i . i definite poriod of time (one day) [an 

being performed in a b de ak ee T, Gust Gi 

f their belonging to any such class } ; 8 

— Dandi’ (with stick) applies to many a eae ines p Fan, 

i : stva ut on 

longing to any such class as anditva, 4 

—.— wi 1 to hold sticks). That is to say, certain 

account ° 7 called kaha,’ because they are finished in a single day; 

5 N from two to eleven days are called dna; those 

spore Pe twelve days are spoken of as both; while those extending 

a? aie days to a thousand days (‘samvatsara’ in this case has been 
from tw 


‘Jyotishtoma’ for instance) becomes a d 
; of position remains unsullied, So 
3 — 
be taken as oue only, on the ground of all of them only consisting of 
the offering of certain materials to certain 
as the performance of each would be distinct from that of the other, 
there would be no hindrance to their ordin 

Objection: “In that case 

„ gacrifice would not be distinct 

“of certain actions durin 


ust as the repeated performances 
ae recognised as SO m 


formance of the Jyotishtoma are not 
actions.” 


ases, the differentiation of Dharmas is based 
Apūrvas brought about b 
repeated). And it 
of the repeated performance of the ‘ Samit’ 
of each of them being a distinct 
Jyotishtoma we take the difference to 


§ reason that in the case 
Sacrifice, we h 
Action, where 


lie only in the 


ave am idea 
as in the case of the 
repeated performances 
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(and not in the Action). In the former case we have an Injunction of 
the Action or performances of all the sacrifices distinct from one another ;. 
while in the latter case, the various repeated performances are all in- 
cluded in the single name Jyotishtoma’; and hence though the character 
of ‘sacrifice’ belongs to each repeated performance, yet the character 
of Jyotishtoma’ does not belong to it; and thus it is that we come to 
look upon each repeated performance as a part of the one sacrifice 
‘ Jyotishtoma’; but such is not the case in the repeated performances. 
of the ‘Samit, because in this case we do not have any composite whole 
made up of these performances (as we have in the case of the Jyotishtoma). 
And thus the conditions of the two are not identical. 

What is the special purpose of all this differentiation, we shall show 


later on under Sütras ii— 17-20. 

Says the Bhashya: Hence the sacrifice has got to be repeated; and this 
assertion is in accordance with the view that the name ‘ Praydju 
belongs to all the five sacrifices (expressed by the word ‘yajati’ repeated 
five times), just as the name ‘ Jyotishtoma’ belongs to the repeated 
performance of certain Actions. Or it may be taken as referring to 
the fact that though the individual ‘Sacrifices’ are distinct, yet, inasmuch 
as the word ‘yajati’ in all cases denotes the class ‘sacrifice’ (to 
which the individual sacrifices belong), we must take the 8 of 
the five sacrifices to be the repetition of that ok the single class Sacrifice.“ 

An objection is raised in the Bhüshya: I has been said that it is 
“ incapable of enjoining another ohject ; and the sense z this is that the 
“injunctive potency of the second Face 3 having ee ee in 
“laying down Taniinapat as the Deity, there is h i H m i ais 
“Injanction with that of the previous a, an idea of which is 

— n 

“ still present oi ee the rule laid down the Sūtra I—iv—4, the words 
in tyes pee recognised as names of sacrifices, on account of 
their relati hip with the Deities pointed out by the words of those Man- 
aa ANTT n those words ( ‘Samit’ etc.), and which come to be 
mas which cin amit and other sacrifices, in the same order in which 
5 T the text (that is to say, the first Mantra is employed 
—. 3 fice; the second in the T aniinapat, and 60 forth ; ane 
the words of these Mantras distinctly point out the Deities of each o 
eing already once pointed out, it 


iges): the Deity b 
n e at e Injunction by the sentence ‘ Tangada 
en, alg 15 guch the injunctive potency of the sentence wou 

yajatt’; an a sab 
be thrown side from its legitimate 1 — said in reply to the opponent. 
This ig what the Bhashya shou to grant his contention, and then 
What it actually does, however, is to g 


e Em 2). 
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crush him on his own ground. The sense of ihe M meetin = 109 
accept the first ‘yajati? to be the Injunction of * 1 e Saar 
ground of this latter not being laid down before: mt : 5 tue dh 
correct; because the ‘Sacrifice’ has already been ae 1 yada 
tence “ Dargapiirnamasiibhyam yajeta’; and as * t rll Me 101 
also can be taken only as merely ee * 1e Penton ate 
down before (just as you take the second geal 5 asa a 
‘sacrifice’ laid down by the previous ‘yajati a a „Saint 
‘yajati, being mere references to the previously anjo ampere 
what the words ‘Samit’ and the rest can do is to ay Wende 
material to be offered or the Deity to whom the offering is to be made ; 


i 8 <capiurnamda . 
connection with the“ Sacrifice’ laid down by the sentence Durgapur? 


a i j ssori that 
8 bhyam ya jeta ’; but we find that both of these acces . of 5 s 
8 E i fie have ce been laid down in the sentence“ élqneyo shtakapa 0 
sacr e r 2 7 


i j “tke as the material )— ®% 
(where Agni is mentioned as the Deity and the cake as th 


tence which is found directly connected with the original he 
senten £ . : we 
itself: and hence if it were to have these accessories pointed ont by 4 
` a 3 . . e * 
sentences ‘ samidho aj ati ete., this would be directly contrary to the form 


i y ud 
mention of the accessories (as the former sentence has not been fou 


to mention the ‘Sumit,’ ete., as either the Deity or the Material). 11 
inasmuch as (according to you) it is absolutely necessary to Da È 
the sentence ‘samidho yajati’ lay down she; ny GE ae kest. 
(Samit) with a certain sacrifice, —-and this is impossible without 
another sacrifice (being mentioned by another ‘yajati’ ; because the ‘ yagatt 
in the same sentence you have taken as referring to another sacrifice); 
and hence, too, you have to admit the sacr 
be different from that denoted by anoth 
take the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories, Thus then, inasmuch as 
it would be impossible for each succeeding sentence to lay down the 
Accessory for the sacrifice laid down in the preceding sentence, all the 
sacrifices must be taken as different from one another. And as such all 
your trouble over the taking of the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories 
becomes wholly lost. As a matter of fact, however, no such Injunction 
5 Wee Possible in the case in qnestion ; because the material 
Priest ese lever be spoken of by a word like samidhah ’ (Accusative 
S we have explained under Sitras 1I—i— 
werk “ yajati’ can have no connection With a mater 
... aang a wit 
as we shall show later on, under the Sitra IxX—i-9 en bs DAMA 
Thus then, we conelude that the sentences under consideration must 
be the injunctions of distinct Actions. 


¿fice denoted by one yajati’ to 
er ‘yajati’,—even when you 


11-12; specially as the 
ial which is mentioned 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the Relation of Subserviency between the Agharas and the 
Agnéya, etc.]. 


Sūtra3: The context refers to the Paurnamasi (as th 
principal), specially as none of the details are mentioned (0: 


other sacrifices). 


The Bhashya has quoted all the Injunctions of the Sacrifices, in 
connection with the ‘ Darga-Purnamasa’; and then the question ‘started 
by it is as to whether all the sacrifices enjoined are distinct primaries, or 
it is only some of these that are so. 

An objection is raised against this statement of the question of 
the Adhikarana: “The consideration of the question of primaries and 
“ subsidiaries forms the subject of the fourth Adhyāya; by what 
“connection, then, has it been introduced in this Adhyaya, which ‘deals 
“ wholly with the Differences of Actions ? That is to say, after having 
“ dealt (in the foregoing Adhikarana) with the differentiation of Actions 
“by means of Repetition, it was necessary to consider the differentiation by 
“ means of Number; and yet how is it that having taken no notice of that, 
“the Bhashya starts n question which is of no use in the subject-matter of 
“the present Adhyaya * s 

o this some people make the following reply: The question started 
“ by the Bhashya forms a declared subjeet of the Adhyaya; because at 
“the very outset of the Adhyaya, the Bhashya on Sutra II—i 1 has de- 


„ clared—‘ after that the Primaries and the Subsidiaries will be taken into 


consideration.” i Mi FD 
“But this is scarcely correct; because in that place (t.e. the Vartike 


on II—i—I) we have rejected that interpretation of the Bhashya, which 
„xplained in a different manner ; we have shown there that it 1s 
oap e of showing the difference among Apurvas treated of in 
hat the question of Primaries and de on ot 
„introduced in the Bhashya on II—i—1. The question 5 t saan TT 
“subserviency between Actions, however, can in 05 y a oer 
“ with the subject of the present Adhyaya. Specially as 


80 i 


“we have 
“for the purpos 
“Adhyaya III, t 


ae 
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“a great deal of time and trouble for establishing such relations among 
“ Actions—under Satras [V—iv—-29-33. And the bearing of this Adhi- 
“ karana being quito clear, it cannot be explained in any other way. Cong 
“quently tho question of the relation of subserviency between Action 
need not have beon considored here. Nor can any of the questions— whei 
“ther the sentences ya vam vidrān amāvāsyīyām yajati and ya Evam 
“ pidvān paurnamasyām yajali conjointly refer to the Primary sacrifices, o3 
“they are tho Injunctions of two independent Actions, and the oa 
“sentences aro all Injunctions of Accessories '—have any connection wit 

“the Adhikarana in the way that it has been suggested by the Bhiashya. 
“And if it is these questions that are to be chiefly considered in the 
“ Adhikarana, thon there would be no use in introducing the question of 
“ Relative ‘Subservioncy. And further, it has been shown above that 
“Difference of Words and Ropetition ave capable of pointing ont Differ- 
‘ences among Actions; how is it, then, that these have been bronght in 
“by the Bhashya, as establishing the eqnal importance of all Actions? 
“To utiliso the means of establishing Diference in establishing egual im- 
“ portance is cortainly a very queer process of argumentation. Nor, in 

“the very body of the two Adhikaranas, do we find the Gemein 
“the Premises stated apart from one another; and as such we cannot 

“bring in the Premises of the one to the proving of another conclu’ 

“sion — 

In view of the above objections we must justify the Bhashya in 
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the Agnéya, etc., as well as the Prayājas, etc., would be of equal 
importance ; while if the two“ yajati’s be taken only as referring to the 
previous six primary sacrifices—the Agnéya etc. tlien these alone would 
be the Primary sacrifices > as on account of their being referred to by the 
two sentences, and as being related to the enjoined times of the Amavasyat 
and the Purnima, these two words would be taken as the names of 
these six sacrifices, which alone would, therefore, come to be connected 
with the Result; and in that case the Prayājas, etc., would all become 
subsidiary to it). And these questions of ‘equal importance’ and ‘rela. 
tive subserviency’ have not beeu introduced as forming integral parts of 
the Adhikarana itself ; and so these two are not to be taken as embodying 
the Purvapaksha and the Siddhainta, respectively. 

Thus then, the three stages in the position taken up by the Pirvapak- 
sha come to be these: (1) “The two “yajati’s are independent injunctions ; 
(2) the actions enjoined by them are distinct from any previously enjoined ; 
and (3) the Prayajas and the Agharas ave all primary actions of equal 
predominance ” ; and in these three Stages the one that follows is the direct 
outcome of that which precedes it; and thus all three are inseparably 
linked up with one another. In the same manner, the three stages in 
the Siddhanta ave these: (1) The two ‘ yajati’s only refer to the sacrifices 
mentioned before; (2) the Actions expressed by them are not different 
from the previously mentioned (Aynéya, etc.) ; and (3) The Ayharas and the 
Pray@jas are subsidiary to the Agnéya and the rest. And in each of these 
trios, each member is so inseparably connected with the others, that if one 
of them happens to be established as true, the others necessarily follow as 
its corollaries. And hence the Bhashya, thinking that the desired purpose 
would be served by establishing any one OF the three Positions, has 
brought in the third and the last, because it is the final outcome of the 
preceding two, and as such necessarily leads up to them. And though the 
difference or non-difference (of the sacrifices expressed by the two“ h,] 
from those previously laid down) would be implied by the truth or 
otherwise of the Siddhiinta as put by the Bhashya, yet, towards the end 
of the Adhikarana, in summing up the whole discussion, the Bhashya meu- 
tions the ‘ Difference or Non-difference,’ simply with a view to make it clear 
to the student (that this follows from the Conclusion arrived at in the 
Adhikarana). g 

Ohjection: “ How is it that having neglected the subject of Difference 
“and Non-difference, in the beginning, the Bhashya has thought it fit eo 
“bring it in again, through the question of egual importance ov relative 

* subserviency * 1 3 f ition 
Some people reply to this that it is only a method 7 ree 15 
peculiar to the Teacher; for instance, in the foregoing Adhikarana also, 
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he spoke of the Difference of Apūrvas (and through that, of the Difference 
of Actions). 

Or it may be that the perception of the indicative feature’ —in 
the shape of the fact of tho Praydjas occurring among the sub- 
sidiary sacrifices—that will be spoken of in the eighth sūtra below, 
is not capable of directly precluding all chance of the sacrifices being 
different (from the previous sacrifices)—(because all that the said feature 
indicates is that the Prayaja, etc., are not primary actions, and not 
that they are different actions altogether); and as such all that the 
said feature would do would be to set aside the ‘Equal Importance of all 
the sacrifices concerned; and when this is set aside, there would follow 
the setting aside of the fact of the two ‘yajéta’s being distinct Injunc- 
tions by themselves, inasmuch as this latter has been shown to be the 
‘invariable concomitant of the theory of ‘Equal Importance’ ; and thus 
we find that the question of ‘Equal Importance’ has: been brought a 
only with a view to utilising the fact urged in the sutras, which would be 
absolutely inoperative, if the question were only with regard to the differ- 
ence of actions. 

On this question then, there are two kinds of Purvapaksha : (A) 
“The Agnéya, etc., being all of eqnal importance, the two ‘ yajuti „ men 
“tioned along with the words ‘ Paurnamasi’ and Am àvũsyd, are distinct 

“ Injunctions, and as such lay down sacrifices other than the Agneya and 
“ the rest, etc.” (B) The two sentences—‘ya vam vidvan paurpamāysañ 
“yajuti’ and ‘amavasyam yajati’—are the only injunctions of sacrifices, 
“all the other sentences quoted being only the injunctions of accessories 
“u of these two sacrifices.” 0 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 
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“say, when each ‘yajéta’ mentions a distinct sacrifice, all the sacrifices 
“ mentioned in the passages quoted become independent of one another, 
and as such all equally arg primary sacrifices). 
= “ Nor could any special purpose be served by taking the two 
e s in question as mere references to the previously enjoined 
sacrifices (because the only purpose that is found to be served by such 

“references is the pointing out of fresh accessories); and as a matter 
“of fact we do not find any accessories in the shape of materials eto, 
“ mentioned in the two sentences in question; and as such we cannot 
„make the injunctive potency of these -‘yajéta’s give up the function 
“of laying down the actions themselves. 

“Nor do we know of any such names—as ‘Paurnamdsya’ or ‘Ama- 
“ vdsya ’—as belonging to any particular sacrifice. 

“Though we find the verb ‘yajaté’ in the Present Tense, yet we 
“ can take it as injunctive, by accepting it either as a Prayogavacana (Direc- 
“tive Injunction), or Arthavada (Eulogistio word), or as in the Lët’ Mood 
“(which has the injunctive signification though the form of the Present 
“‘'lense),—just as we have in the case of the sentence Samidho yajatt’ 
“(where the word ‘yajati,’ though in the Present Tense, is admitted 
“ to have an Injunctive meaning). y 

“ And though we find the sentences introduced by the word ‘yat’, — 
“in ‘ya evam, etc.’—(which always precludes the injunctive character)—, 
“yet we can not very well deny its injunctive potency; because on 
“this point too it is exactly like the sentence yadagneyo shtikapdlo, 
“ etc., which has been accepted as an injunction. 7 

“ Nor can it be urged that the two yayéta’s, though having the injunc- 
“tive force, are yet not the injunctions of independent actions, but 
“are only the alternative injunctions of the same sacrifices as those pre- 
“viously enjoined, just as we admit of the Injunctions of the same 
“ Jyotishfoma sacrifice met with in the various Vedas being only 
“alternative injunctions of the same sacrifice.’ Because in the latter 
“case, the different Vedic texts are meant for different persons, and 
“as such the different injunctions of the same sacrifice would not be 
“ useless, In the case in question, however, thero is no such difference 
“in the character of the persons addressed, aud as such the repeated 
“u mention of the word ‘yajaté’ can serve no other useful purpose, sue 
“ the laying down of distinct sacrifices ; specially as they can not be taken 


“as eulogising any other injunction, because they are not capable of 
to] 


“ being taken along with any such other Injunction, 1 

«It may be at: <a are the Materials and the Dettes of ‘the 55 
“ sacrifices laid down by these two ‘ yajate’s ? And to this we make the 
“ following reply :—The butter kept in the Dhrioa vessel is the material 
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„common to all sacrifices; and the Deities would be that which would 
“be indicated by the words of the Mantrus recited at their performance; 
“and thus, these two sacrifices being found to have their details fully 
“supplied, they must be taken as enjoined distinctly by themselves. 
“ That is to say, we have the Vedic declaration that ‘the butter kept 
“in the Dhruva is used at all sacrifices, and hence just as we take this 
“butter as the material of the ‘ Upānçu’ sacrifice, so could we also do 
“with regard to the two sacrifices in question. Andas for the Deity, we 
“fiud that in connection with Ajyubhdgas there are four Anuvaky& verses 
mentioned in the same order as the Ajyubhayas ; two of these addressed 
to Agni, and two to Soma. And in accordance with the authority of Syn- 
“ tactical Connection, which is always stronger than that of Order, the said 
“ verses are separated from the Ajyabhagas and joined on to the two sacri- 
“fices in question; and the Syntactical Connection that would authorise 
“such transference would be of the text— Vartrayhni paurnamasyam 
“ unūcyētē, vrdhunvati amavasyayam’—because there are no other actions, 
“ save the two sacrifices in question, that could be spoken of as ‘ Paurza- 
“ mast’and * Amavasya’ (and ‘ Vartraghné’ and * Vrdhanvati’ are the names 
“of the two pairs of the said Annvākyā verses). It may be argued that the 
“sentence quoted only lays down the times at which the verses have to be 
“ recited, and they do not refer these verses to any actions, But, we ask, 
hat would be the uso of laying down the connection of the verses with 
“any particular time ? Nor can the fact of the words ‘Paurnamasyam’ and 
Ade tm ig eee ae Deraan 
“locative endings are accepted as primary; es e by words with 
Bes ? 75 z . Ye. 9. e, karmanerisét tatru 
juyam juhuyāt? where the principal action is that which is referred to b 
“<¢tatra.’ Thus then the two ‘dnuvakyas—the Vart, s 110 ro ae: to by 
“yalt—being found to serve the same purpos ne tni and the Vrdhun- 
“as optional alternatives, And then ee e, they come to be taken 
again (as the Anuvākyā verses 
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“required Fh in each case. And thus we find that in whatever way 
“we might get at the Fajya, the apparent inconsistency of the declara- 
“tion—in the Vedic text ‘Vartraghni parurnamdsyam vte, —of the relation- 
“ship between the Mantra and the Sacrifice, leads us to conclude thut in 
“the two sacrifices, Agni and Soma are the Deities concerned, Then as 
for the Ajyabhigas, from which the Montras (indicative of the Deity) 
“have been separated, their Deities are siready mentioned by a sentence in 
“the form of the Purakulpa Ar tH,v˙ a Yasyatkasyaicit dévatayat 
“havirnirvapannijyasyaiva nan purastddyajan, Ihen as far the Mantras 
“in connection with the Ajayabhagas, the Ya@jytis havo already been laid 
“down (and these have not been sepnrated from them), and the Anuvakya 
“ Mantras (that have been removed elsewhore) also would come in, in 
accordance with the direction: ‘ dagatayibhyah kartavyah '; and thus there 
“is nothing incongruous in the way that we have dealt with the subject, 

“And thus even when the sacrifices enjoined by the two Yayatt's 
“in question are distinct from the Agnéya eto., they ave found to have 
“ distinct forms of their own; and hence they must be admitted to be 
“ distinct actions; and as such, there being nothing to show that the 
“ results follow from the six primaries Agney& and the rest only, (because 
the only sentence that had been accepted as showing this was ‘ Ya evam 
“ etc., which, however, has been shown to be the Injunction of a distinct 
“ sacrifice altogether), the character of tho primary belongs equally 
“to all the sacrifices mentioned in the various sentences quoted (ùe. 
to the Prayāja etc., the Ayhara ete., ns well as to the Agnéya eto. ). 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“ We admit that the sacrifices are distinct; but we can not admit 
“of the fact of the character of the Primary belonging equally to all. 
Because the names ‘ Amäväsyā’ or ‘Darga’ and ‘Paurnamast’ wonld 
“apply only to some of the sacrifices, and not to all; and the result is 
„spoken of as following from those that are qualified by these names ; 
„and as such there can be no equality in the character of all the sacrifices, 
„That is to say, the words ‘Darca’ and ‘Panrnamasa’ denote sacrifices 
“with a qualification (that of being named by these words); and as from 
“the sentence— Da reapaurmandsabhyam svargakdmo %%%, it is clear 
“that it is only from such qualified sacrifices that the particular result 
© could follow, we must take these alone as the primary sacrifices ; and all 
„other sacrifices mentioned along with them (and without any distinct re» 


“sults of their own) must be accepted as the subsidiaries of these two.“! 


l It may be noted that this second Parvapaksha is at varianco with the Siddhdata 
only as regards the difference of the sacrifices mentioned by the two ' Yajeta’s from the 
primary sacrifices of the Darea-Purnamasa, 
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The upholder of Parvapaksha (A) objects to the Parvapaksha. (B) 
on the following grounds: 

“That which is itself well known serves to qualify or specify that 
“which is less known; and hence in the case of the sentence — Darpa- 
“ purnamāsābhyām swargakimo yajeta’—the signification of the names 
“t Daręa and Parnamiisa’ must be ascertained with reference to that 
“of the root Tait.“ That is to say, in all cases, where we have the 
“Injunction of an action with a name, these two being recognised to be 
“ co-extensive, it is sometimes the particular signification of the root 9% ; 
“ (sacrifice) which is defined or specified by the name; while at othe! 
“ times it is the sacrifice that defines or specifies the name. And botween 
“ these two, that which happens to be the better known of the two, turns the 
“other to its own purposes. For instance, (1) in-the case of the senteci 
0 Jyotishtomēna yajēta’ we find that the name ‘Jyotishtoma’ is hetter 
“known from beforehand, —on account of its being related to the three 
“stoma songs, called ‘Jyotih’™—; and hence this name serves to restrict 
“the signification of the root ‘Yaji’ in this case to the Somayag% 
“after having alienated it from the Dikshapiya etc.; and (2) in the cane 
“ of the sentence Rajasityena yajéta,’ the name Rajasiiya,’ not having its 
“ signification pointing to any relationship with sacrifices, is taken up by 
“the root ji, whose signification has been well known from the prev!’ 
“ously mentioned primary sacrifice. 

“Thus then, in the case in question, we find that the significations of 
“the two nouns (Darga and Purnamdasa), of the compound (Dargaparn" 
“ masdibhyam), and of the dual number (in this compound), are not know” 
“ beforehand (as in any way connected with the performance of sacrifices) ; 
“and hence the root ‘ Yagi’ cannot be taken as having its signification 
“ referring to (or) defined by that name. On the other hand, the root 
“< Yaji’ is applicable to all sacrifices - a e other hand, tne I" 
“of the particular result (Sv s3 au as such, through the mention 
“applied to the sacrifices. arga), it comes, in the case in question, to he 
“and as such it would a 8 1 — ne context nnder consideratio] 
„object (viz., all the Pply the word ‘ Dargapirnamdsa’ to its ow" 
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‘of the singular—this singularity being based upon the fact of all the 
“sacrifices being taken as one complete whole. 

“ Objection: How can the word ‘ Darcapirnamasabhyam’ be said 
“ to have its signification not well known, when, as a matter of fact, we 
= find that, from among the sacrifices mentioned in the context, there are 
some (the Agneya etc.) which are laid down in connection with the points 
“of time (Ama@vasya and Pūrpamāsī) signified by the words ‘Darga’ 
“ and ‘ Parnumasa’; while there are others (the Ajyabhaga etc.) which are 
“ spoken of in the dual number; and certainly the signification of the 
“ word ‘Dargapitrnamasabhyam’ is well-known to. be applicable to these 
“sacrifices. That is to say, a word renounces all its owu meaning, and 
“ waits upon the signification of other words, when even a certain portion 
“of it is found to be unknown; in the case in question, however, we 
“actually find that certain sacrifices—Agnéya etc.—are connected with 
“the time ‘Amāvāsyā’ and Purgamdst (signified by the words 
„ Darga’ and ‘ Parnamdsa’), while others—the Ajyabhaga etc.—are 
«connected with the dual number (which we find in the word 
8 daryapiirnamasabhyam ); and under the circumstances, it is not proper 
“to speak of the signification of the word ‘ Dargapurpamasabhyam’ 
“(being unknown as applicable to any sacrifices) and as such to be 
“ renounced.’ , 

“To the above, we make the following reply :—It is the Base and 
“ Afix (i. e., the compound ‘ Daręapũrnamũsa and the dual termination) 
“taken as a joint whole, that can specify or qualify the root Fajati'; in 
“ the case of the Agnaya etc., on the one hand, and the Ajyabhaga etc., on 
“the other, each of these is devoid of any connection with one part 
«of the word. That is to say, though in the ‘ Agnéya’ etc., we find a 
“connection with the times denoted by the words Darga’ and ‘ Pirna- 
“māsa, and as such the signification of the Base (Dargapirnamasa) 
„ would reside in them,—yet, inasmuch as these sacrifices are many, 
“ the signification of the dual termination ( in ‘ Darçapūrnamāsābhyām ) 
ii t apply to them; and as such the word ‘ Dargaparnamasabhyam 
cannot app y yen ° to th Z And also 
“as a whole is incapable of applying to the Agnéya 2 7 
„ thoagh we find duality in the Ajyabhaga eto. yet the Base ( ices 
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“alter the name), or by taking the word ‘ Dargapurnamasabhyam’ in 


“its secondary signification as indirectly indicating the sacrifice. 

Question :—‘ Why can not we take the sentences (Ya enam vidvān 
“amavaisyayam yajate and ya evam paurnamasayām. ete.) as laying down 
“these two independent sacrifices for the accomplishment of the result 
For, even in acrordance with the Siddhania theory, these two words (yajate) 
“will be said to lay down these two as composite actions (made up of the 
“six primary sacrifices) towards the fulfilment of the particular result. It 
“might be urged that the expression Darcapurnamasa being different 
“from the expression Amavasyapaurnamasa, the actions referred to in 
“the sentence mentioning Svarga as the result could not be recog- 
“nised to be the same as those mentioned by the two ‘ Yajate's in the 


“sentences in question. But this objection is equally applicable to all 


“parties. For instance, for the upholder of the Prrrapaxsha also, what 
“are meant to bring about the result are the two composite sacrifices 
“named Paurnamdsya and Amé@viisya ; and certainly these are not recog- 
“nised to be the same as those in the sentence Darcaptirnamiasabhyam 
“ svargakaimo yajéta. If it be urged that in this case, though the names 
“are not the same, yet, the names would be applicable to the composites 


“because of their being performed at the points of time expressed by the 


„words, —then, the relationship of the time is equally present in my 
“cease also; the meaning of the sentences being that one should perform 
“ (yajēta) the Paurnamasa on the Paurnamasi day, and the Amaviisya 
“on the Amavasyd day.’ 

“ Answer :—This cannot be; because this r 
“being common to these two sacrifices, 
“« Agneya and the rest, we do not see an 
“be attributed to these two only. That is to say, when all the eight 
“are equally connected with the particular time feon is ; y ` A ' 
“attributing the result to the two only, 7 2 S nO reason for 


“It might be urged that from 
“be attributed to any two sacrifices. 
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“ It might be urged that the said importance being a matter of option, 
“it could, by turns, be attributed to all the pairs concerned; but in that 
“case, there would be another anomaly, vis., the same sacrifice would 
“at one time be the primary, and at the other subsidiary; and further, 
“from among those having the characters of both the primary and 
“the subsidiary (as it is only that which is subsidiary in: the Agnsya 
“that is said to be capable of being introduced into its corresponding 
% Praydja), a certain sacrifice would, in its subsidiary character, be liable 
“to be introduced in the corresponding Praydjas of the Agnéya ete. ; while 
“the same would, in its character of the primary, be incapable of 
“being so introduced; and thus there would be an eternal doubt as to 
“what should be really introduced into the Praydjas. And farther, as 
“a matter of fact, all numbers subsist in the objects numbered, only through 
“a certain secondary property; in the case in question, however, either 
“in the two independent sacrifices (meant to be enjoined by the sentences 
“in question), or in the Agnzya etc., we do not find in any part of these 
“any such sub-class or secondary property, whereby we could recogaise 
“their duality. Specially as whichsoever of them: would. be taken up, 
“ its duality would be directly set aside by the plurality of other sacrifices 
“and also by the singleness of that sacrifice itself. And thus we do not 
“ find the dual number applicable to any of the sacrifices in question. 

“In accordance with the Siddhanta, on the other hand, the two words 
“(Darga and Piirnamdsa) ex press two composite sacrifices ; and as sach 
“ there being a distinct dissimilarity from the theory in which all the snort- 
“fices aro not taken as forming any composites, we find the requisite 
‘‘sub-property (in the form of the compositeness), and as such the 
“connection of duality becomes possible ; and through this there would 
“bea relationship with the specified time also; and thereby in a way, the 
“application of the nouns ‘ Darga and Purnamasa also becomes 
„possible; and thus in this case it becomes possible for the word Darga- 
“ purnamãsabhyam to be taken as qualifying the sacrifice. In accor- 
“dance with the Parvapaksha, however, this is not possible; because, 
inasmuch as it does not admit of any composite sacrifices, the number two 
“can not in any way be applicable (and hence it could never admit of the 
“result to follow from any two sacrifices); and hence the result must be 
„ attributed to each and every one of the sacrifices mentioned in the context. 

“ The following question might be put to us: Why cannot we have 
“all the eight sacrifices, as qaalified by the duality of the times Amiivisy& 
“and Parnamusi, us enjoined by the sentences in question (in -this case 
“the duality pertaining to the points of time and not to the sacrifices) ? 
“Just as in accordance with the Séddhaiafa, we have the six primary 
“ sacrifices enjoined with regard to the duality of the two composites.’ 
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“To this the reply that we make is that such hazy processes 5 E 
set aside the verb from each and every one of the j separ ra 
“because it actually rests upon every one of these. And t 185 5 
time being something entirely diffierent from the sacrifice, emi 4 
belonging to the former can in no case appertain to the 1 E 
“the Siddhanta, the case is different; as according to that, the : 
“no absolute difference between the component parts Care neee 110 
the two composite wholes (to which latter the number — . ae 
as such there is nothing incompatible in connecting the number o 
* i ment parts. 

leer eggs mas e that, in accordance with the Parvapaksha, 


“as the application of the names Darga and Paurnamasa depends upon 
the signification of the root“ Yaji,’ 


all the sacrifices in question must, 
be admitted to be equally primary.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, the Satra makes the following reply: Prakarana —that 
which is performed would be the substratum of the words connected 
with Paurnamasya’ and ‘ AmAavasya’; or the context would help these 
two words; and consequently we must accept that alone to be enjoined 
which is denoted by these. 


That is to say, in all cases, we find tha 
us to certain specific sacrifices; and in c 


ay down two independent sacrifices. 


ial deity &c.) of these 
one would be found to perform them; 
®. Ik, however, they 
in the context, then, 


8 known; and as such 


g out the time at which thoy 
should be performed). 


> 62. ea 
— — 
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It has been argued above that the Material and the Deity of the 
four sacrifices are also clearly cognisable. But though it is true that 
the common material, Dhrauva, might be taken as the material to be 
employed, yet inasmuch as there is no mention of a Deity, the sacrifice 
remains as indistinct as ever. 

Nor is it possible for the Deity to be indicated by the words of the 
Mantras employed; because the Mantras in question are distinctly 
pointed out, by the Order in which they occur, to belong to the Ajayabhagas. 
Nor is it possible for this Order to be set aside by the Sentence; because 
in the case in question there is no direct antagonism between these two; 
because when it is possible for the sentence ‘Vartraghnt Amavasyayam 
etc. ’—to be taken in such a way as to be quite in keeping with the indica- 
tion of the Order, then we cannot but renounce, as untenable, any other 
theories that might entail a contradiction between the two. In the 
sentence ‘ Vartraghni amavasyayam etc.’—if the words Paurnam ist’ and 
‘ Amavasya’ denoted Actions, then the antagonism (between the Order 
and Sentence) could not be removed: (because in that case the Sentence 
would refer the Mantras to those Actions, while the Order refers them to 
the Ajyabhaga). As a matter of fact, however, these words only denote 
h there is no antagonism between the two. And when 
ground for both the Sentence and the Order, it is incum- 
bent on us to lend support to that theory which reconciles them. And 
further, at the very outset, the words ‘ Amavasya’ and ‘ Paurnamasi’ 
denote particular points of time; and it is only subsquently (if the denota- 
tion of the time be found to be incompatible with the rest of the sentence) 
that they can indicate the Actions, through their connection with those 
times ; and hence by priority (and because there is nothing incompatible 
nit the words to be denotative of time. Because if the 
commonly recognised signification of time (by these words) were not 
compatible with the sentence, then alone could we reject it and take the 
words to be indicative of Actions. Then again, we find that the 
Locative termination (in the words Amavasyayam’ and : Paurnamasyam ') 
is more compatible with the signification of time (than with that of Ac- 
tion); because Time is always known as the Adhikarapa (Substratum, 
Container) of Actions; andas it is not possible for Actions to be such an 
Adhiharana, the Locative ending, in that case, could hardly be oe 
in any way. It has been argued above that no purpose is served by suc 


connecting of the Mantra with any particular time. But if tadarthya 
1 1 possible, and if it were this 


(being for the sake of) were the only relatior 
relation that were asserted by us (as between the Mantra and the Time), 
then the said objection would be all right; 
case is this: The Mantra appearing (by the par 


time; and as suc 
there is a common 


in it) we adt 


put, as a matter of fact, the 
ticular Order in which the 
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Mantras are mentioned) to have been laid down as for the sake of the 
Ajyabhagas, it remains doubtful as to which Mantra is to be employed in 
which particular Ajyabhaga; aud hence what the mention of the words 
‘amavasyayam’ and ‘ paurnamasyam’ (in the sentence Vartraghni’ etc.) 
does is to point out that the Mantra known as the‘ Vartrughni’ is to be used 
in the Ajyabhaga performed at one time (the Amāvāsyā), and that called 
‘Vridhanvatt’ in that performed at another (the Paurnaméasi). _ 

And further, according to our theory, inasmuch as the Ajyabhagas 
are already known to have a particular Deity, the Injunction (of time) 
is found to serve a visible purpose (that of pointing out the time), In 
your case, on the other hand, it becomes necessary to make many gratuitous 
assumptions. That is to say, in all cases, the relationship of things is 
ascertained by means of their mutual requirements; hence the 
Ajyabhagas, that have their Deity already known, standing in need of 
Mantras capable of pointing out that Deity, would at once take up such 
Mantras, and it would not require any very great effort on our part to 
connect the two. In your case, on the other hand, the sacrifices denoted (by 
the sentences in question) being altogether new, their Deities are not known ; 
and as such they do not stand in any immediate need of Mantras (indica- 
tive of those Deities); hence it becomes necessary for you to make 
the following assumptions: (1) you will have to assume the Mantra, 
and its duality, thereby makiug the single Injunction have 
(2) you will have to assume the existence 
by those Mantras, while it is not necessary for a single sacrifice (which is 
held to be enjoined by the sentence in question) to have more than one 
Deity or more than one Anuvikya; (3) there is an assumption of a 
Fe 3 im ts Veda) (4) as also fresh Puronuvākyās, not 
mentioned in the Veda, for 


r the Ajayabhāgas. It has been declared above 
that “one of the two Vartraghnis, as also one of the two Vridhanvatis’ 


would be the Fajya, while the other is the Anuvakya. But this is 


scarcely possible, as the taking of any of these as Yajy@ would be 
contrary to the fact of their being named“ Anuvitkyi,’ l 


Further, since you admit the potency of 
to be employed in the particular 


Mantra, —and since the Sentence 


many meanings; 
of many Deities indicated 


s pointing out the factors 
te to the Sentence, and to the 
artra 7 iv Aya 
not speak of the instrumentality of the Mantras = W rag sear al st 
in the Sacrifice, it becomes necessary for us to — 1 
of these Mantras to have certain invisible results ju * 2 * 
the case of the recitation of ihe ‘ Vaishnav; ’ Lk 
Mantras could not be taken as serving the visible 
Deity ; specially as the Mantra 
be pointed out. And 


ecitation 

we have in 
verses ; and as such the 
purpose of pointing out the 
d at all by that which has to 
circumstances, instead of assuming a 


is not required 
under the 
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ae to be indicated by the Mantra, it would be far better to assume the 
) aiina to exert an indirect influence towards the accomplishment of 
Action, Ou the other hand, the Ajyabhagas being two, and they 
J being recognised as having two Deities (Agni and Soma),—the 
ae indicative of those Deities are actually required by them (for 
rae 5 5 15 lending authority to their cognition); and these Mantras, 
tues =e out as to be used at the sacrifice, by the indications of the 
: rai 1emselves, as also by the order in which they happen to be 
mentioned, —they come to serve a distinct visible purpose. And thus, 
my . — and its duality etc., all having been pointed out, what remains 
o. be done by the sentence (‘Vartraghni, ete.“) is to lay down distinct 
restrictions with regard to the time at which the various Mantras are to 
be used; and this process is certainly much simpler than that involving 
the above-mentioned endless assumptions. 

Nor, in this case, does the said sentence become altogether useless; 
because the aforesaid restriction with regard to time cannot be accom- 
plished by mere Proximity (and hence the use of the sentence lies in this 
restriction). 

For these reasons there can be no Injunction of the Deity, through 


the sentences brought forward ; because these have been shown to have 
And hence the sacrifice held to be en- 


not having its details of material 
en as one different from those 


no connection with the matter. 
joined by the sentence ‘ Ya evam, etc.“, 
and Deity clearly mentioned, it cannot be tak 
previously laid down. 


Question: ‘What would be the use of making the sen- 
“tence Va evam, etc.’ a mere reference to the other sacrifices—Agneya 
“and the rest? Because an Injunction that fails to enjoin anything 
“ expressed by a word, by its part, or by a sentence, can never be of any 
«nse in matters relating to Dharma, (and hence as in the case of Reference, 
“the sentence in question would not contain any of these injunctions, it 
„could not be of any use in regard to Dharma). 

Answer: Just as the sentences laying down t 
(Agneya and the rest) form parts of the Joint Direction ( Dargapurna- 
masabhyaim svargakamo yajētu ), so also do the two sentences in question 
ig Ya evam, etc.“); because it is these latter alone that render the Dual © 
number (in ‘ Dargapurndmésabhyan ’) compatible with the whole ie 
That is to say, firstly, it is only when the two sentences in e isl 
spoken of the Primary sacrifices as two composite wholes, hat te 1 
number in ‘ Dargapiirnamasabhyam | becomes possible ; 1 ; ‘il ae 
a distinct use of the two sentences ; and there is no sue rule as tha 
it is only an Injunctive Sentence that can be of use; specially 


he various sacrifices 
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as we find many non-Injunctive sentences (such as the Arthavada) 
serving useful purposes, in association with Injunctions ;—secondly, the 
mention of the various sacrifices—Agnéya and the rest—extending over 
many sentences, they can never be spoken of as ‘two,’ except by the 
two sentences in question (‘ya evam, etc.“). And it is with a view 
to this fact that the Bhashya has mentioned, as the Siddhanta, the fact of 
there being a Relation of subserviency among the sacrifices, which 
necessarily follows from what we have explained above. Otherwise, it 
would have been impossible to bring forward the theory of the two 
sentences in question merely referring to the previous sacrifices, until 
the chance of uselessness urged in the second sūtra (in favour of the 
repetition of the same verb denoting distinct Actions, to which the case 
of the sentences considered in the present Adhikarana is meant to be 
an exception) has been removed by showing the distinctly useful character 
of the reference (by the two sentences in question to the previous 
sacrifices). 

Thus then, it must be admitted that there is a distinctly useful purpose 
served by taking the whole sentence as merely referring to the previous 
sacrifices; and there is no incongruity in this theory. 

Question: How is it possible to speak of many distinct sacrifices 
“as one or two composite wholes ?” 

Answer: It is quite possible; just as many trees located in one 
place are spoken as a single composite ‘ forest,’ so though the sacrifices are 
many and distinct, yet inasmuch as they are all performed at the 
same time, they can very well be spoken of as a composite whole. That 
is to say, when we see many trees in a place, we have an idea of a 
composite whole, and we come to think of them all as ‘a forest’; 
in the same manner, when we find many sacrifices performed on a single 
day, it is only natural that we should come to think of them as a single 
composite whole; and it is only on account of the singleness of this 
composite whole that we have the singular number in ‘ puurnamdsim.’ 

Though, as a matter of fact, the words Paurnamāsī’ and Amavasya’ 
really denote the component sacrifices, yet they take the singular ending, 
on account of the singleness of the composite whole indicated by these 


i a and these words are not the names of the composite wholes 


elves. Because it is only on account of the co-extensiveness (of the 
fice’ as siguified by % epi with the name Darga’ and Purna- 
māsa, mentioned in ‘ Dargapirnamasadbhyam ’ ), that we take these. words 
to be the names of sacrifices; and certainly che character of sacrifice 
belongs to the individual sacrifices ‘ Agnéya’ and the rest, and not to the 
composite whole made up by these, That is to say, in the sentence 
‘“paurnamadsim yujati’ (or in ‘dargaptrnamasabhyam yajéta’), inasmuch 
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as the sacrifice denoted by the root at is found to be co-extensive 
with the name ‘paurgamast,’ we conclude that‘ Paurnamdasi’ is the name of 
& sacrifice; and the character of sacrifice does not belong to any composite 
whole made up by the Agnéya, etc., but to the individual Agnéya, eto., them- 
selves; and hence just as the root yajz’ (sacrifice) is applicable to each 
one of these sacrifices, so also is the name in question. Nor is. it possible 
for the whole composite to appear at one and ‘the same time, because at 
the time that the Agnaya, ebo., are performed, they are performed inde- ` 
pendently of one anothér; and hence at that time there does not appear 
any idea of their forming a composite whole. And hence even. in 
consideration of the time of actual performance, we can say that the name 
belongs to each individual sacrifice. ap l 
And further, if the two words were the names of the còmposite 
wholes, independently of the component eaorifices, then the Directive 
sentence Dargapirnamasabhyam svargakamo. yajēta ’—would also lay 
down the composite wholes towards the fulfilment of the particular 
result; and in that case, the component sacrifizes not being the means of 
bringing about that result, there would be a single Apūrva proceeding 
from the composite whole itself; and thus there being no individual 
Apūrva with each individual sacrifice, there would be absolutely no use 
of performing (or laying down) so many distinot sacrifices, And farther, 
the actions laid down in connection with the various sacrifices, all tending 
towards a single Apurva, there would be no ‘restriction as to which action 
should be performed in the course of which ‘particular sacrifice; nor 
would each of the sacrifices be connected with any specific method of 
performance; and consequently, there would be no use for the consideration 
(in subsequent Adhyayas) of the questions as to the repetition of the 
Actions performed in course of the Agntya in another sacrifice; and 
further the Saurya,’ for instance, being a form of the ‘ Agnéya,’ there 
would not be any method of performance applicable to it; as there being 
no such method applicable to the Agnéya only, the only method that would 
bo available would be that of all the three Primaries: (Agnéya and 
the rest); and as the Saurya’ is not a form of these three, any such 
method could not be applicable to it; nor again could we have such 
declarations as—‘ The Paurnamäsi has only one cake,’ ‘the Amavisya is 
without the sdnndyya, and 80 forth ; because the number of cakes would 
k all that are employed in all the sacrifices that go to 
Be the botoh ua that number could not be applied to the 
ecause the number would be exactly like 
t applicable to any part of itself. . 
‘because of the composite whole 
osite whole is an accessory,’ 


form the composite whole, and 
lesser numbers one,’ eto. b 
the number thousand, which is no 
Wos meet with such declarations a8— 
not being enjoined, and because the comp 
82 
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and so forth ;—we must conclude that such words as those in question 
signify the component parts (and not the whole); as otherwise, being 
denoted by the word, it would be the composite whole that would be 
enjoined ; and as such, being directly connected with the result, that would 
be the Predominant Action (and as such both the above declarations 
would be false). 

For these reasons, it must be concluded that the words Puurnamdasi 
and ‘Amavasya’ denote the individual sacrifices as qualified by the 
two composite wholes. And, though, these sacrifices being many, the 
name would have to take a Plural ending,—yet the singular number 
is due to the indication (of the single composite whole by the individual 
sacrifices) ; and it is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared— 
sumudayagabdatayavakalpayishyate (Jt would be taken as indicaling the 
composite whole). So again, the Bhashya declares—bhavati hi bahūnāmē- 
kavacanantah samuddydpékshak (the singular ending in the case of many 
things is possible, as referring to the composite whole) ; where the Bhashya 
also has spoken of only an ‘ upeksh@ ’—indirect influence—of the compo- 
site whole, and it does not speak of this latter as being actually signified 
by the word. The words ‘crowd,’ ‘forest’ and the like can be taken as 
similar instances, only when these also are taken as signifying the compo- 
nent individuals as qualified by the composite whole ; if, however, ar 
signify the composite whole, then they can serve as instances only s0 1 
as the singular ending based upon the singleness of the composite whole 
is concerned, 

From the above it also follows that the words Darga’ and 
‘ Pūrnamāsa’ are synonymous with ‘ Ama@vasya’ and ‘ Purnamasi’ re- 
spectively (because only under the above conditions could we have the 
dual ending in ‘ dargaptirnamasabhyam ). 

Thus then we find that the reference to the composite whole (formed 
by the sacrifices), by the two sentences in question, has its use in making 
possible the two singular endings (in ‘paurnamasim’ and ‘ amavasyam’), 
as based upon the fact of these two names indicating two composite 
wholes; and this will be explained later on, under sūtra 1V -1V—34. 
Aud the words Darga’ and Purnamdsa also following the duality of the 
composite wholes, come to refer to the same (i. e., to the Amavasya and the 
Paurpamdst) ; specially as there is much similarity between the words 
* paurnamdsi’ and ‘ pūrnamāsī’; and on account of the word ‘darga’ 
appearing along with ‘ pirnamdsa’ (while 
‘Paurnamast’), the word ‘darga’ 
‘amdvdsya’. Or it may be by the fi 
sion’ that it would be easier to get 
by means of tlie word Darga ju 


“Amavasya’ appears with 
also comes to be synonymous with 
gurative method of ‘contrary expres- 
at the comprehension of the Amdavdsya 
st as the blind is spoken of derisively 


RELATION OF SUBSERVIENOY BETWEEN AGHARAS AND ÃGNEYA, ETC. 651 


as ‘one having eyes’; because it will be declared later on that “ because 

the moon is not seen on the Amavasyd, therefore, the Amavdsya@ is (derisive- 
ly or figuratively) spoken of as ‘darga’.” So also at the close of the 

‘ Anvarambhaniy2’ sentence, it will be shown that the words darpa, 

and ‘amäāväsyã are synonymous: 1 : 

Thus then, the Result being found to follow from only those sacrifices 
that go to form the composite wholes, all the sacrifices other than these 
must be taken as subsidiary to them (the former ones, the. Agnéya and the 
rest, being taken as the Primary Sacrifices ; and as such they are not all of 
t equal importance ’). . l 


Question: When all this has been fully dealt with in the present 
“ Adhikarana, there is no use for introducing the same discussion in the 
“ Fourth Adhydya.” 

Answer: There is nothing very wrong in this: Because it is only 
when the conclusion in the present Adhskarana has been arrived at, that the 
- possiblity of the root.‘ ya7i’ pointing to all the sacrifices mentioned in the 
context gives rise to the corresponding Adhikarana in Adhyaya IV, 
and the Siddhanta too of that Adhikarana would be arrived at only by 
the help of the present Adhikarapa; otherwise the Pareapaksha 
would have to be admitted as the Siddhanta ; hence the Adhtkaraga intro- 
duced in the fourth Adhyaya is only by way of a deduction from the 
present one. 

There is yet another usefal 
(Anuvada) in question. It is by means of th 
direction—‘The Amavdsya is to be porforme 
the Paurpamāsa on the Paurnamāsa day,’ which 


performance of the two sacrifices in question. 
Against this, the following objection might be urged: “Even this 


“direction is absolutely useless, because the time for the performance is 
“duly pointed out by the sentence which originally enjoined the sacrifice— 
“oiz: the sentence yadagnéyo * shtakapalo amavasyayam paurpamdsyanca- 
“ oyuto bhavati.” } 

To this we make the following reply: In the sentence that we have 
found, we find the time forming part of the means (of accomplishing the 
Result); whereas in the original Injunctive Sentence, we find it, very 
differently from this, connected with various sacrifices independent of one 


purpose served by the Reference 
at alone that we get at the 
d on the Améavaeyé day and 
lays down the time for the 


another. , 
That is to say, in the original Injunotive Sentence, we find the Time 
mentioned in such a way that it is connected with the Primary sacrifices 


Ans a, etc., independent of one another, and wholly devoid of their 
55 have brought forward, on the 


subsidiaries. In the sentence that we 
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is mentioned by words with the Instrumental 


e it forms par of the Means (of the accomplish- 
ality of these has 


other hand, the Time 
termination; and henc 
ment of the particular result); and the instrument 
been cognised as belonging to the Primary Sacrifices together with 
their subsidiaries, as connected with one another, jn accordance with 
entence (‘D.rgapirnamasdbhyaim egvargakamo yajeta’) ; 


the Directive S 
nstrumentality of these would not 


and hence any farther mention of the Ir 
be necessary ; specially as they are laid down only with reference to the 


particular Time. Aud inasmuch as what is meant to be so connected 
with Time is the Trio of Primaries, together with the subsidiaries, and 
connected with one another, one of these trios being connected with the 
and another with the Amdvdsya day. And the relationship 


Paurnamasi, 
of the sacrifices is such that the moment that one of the trio having been 
being completed,—at that very moment, the other two are also 


begun is J 

taken up; and thus each trio comes to be performed as forming a single 
action. If they were to be performed in accordance with the time laid 
down in the original injunctive sentence, then each of the three would 
come to be performed by itself, separately from the subsidiaries. And 
thus there is a distinct difference between the two ways of taking the 
sentences. 

Objection: “ In that case, as the result would be brought about by 
the two trios with all their subsidiaries, there would as great a necessity 
« for the two Trios being performed together, as there is of the performance 
“of the subsidiaries along with the trio of Primaries: and hence just as 
“the subsidiaries of one trio are recognised as to be performed at the 
“time of its performance, so also would the one trio the Parnamasti— 
have to be performed together with the Amāvāsyā (on the Amavasya 
“ day), and vice versa; and hence both of these would come to be performed 
on both days. Nor would such performance be contrary to the restric- 
“tion of time in the original injunctive sentence, because the Paurna- 
“masa would be performed on the Paurnamasi day (and also on the 
«u Amavasy2). For if one performs the Amävāsyā on the Paurnamāsi day, 
«jt does not follow that it can never be performed on the Amavasya day; 
“go also with the Paurnamāsa. Nor does the ori ginal Injunctive sentence 
1 prohibit the performance of the sacrifices on days other than those 
a mentioned therein; because all that the sentence does is to lay down 
“the performance of the sacrifice un that particular day.” 

To the above we make the following reply: That sacrifict a 
the specific time is not known, and of which the specific form does not 
disappear (in the absence of such knowledge oi its time),—if the time of 
auch a sacrifice is said to depend upon something else, there is nothing 


wrong in this. 
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That is to say, the Amāvāsyā sacrifice, having its time duly mentioned 
in the original Injunction, does not look out for another time, in the ‘shape 
of the Paurnamāsī day, which it would get at, by means of its association 
with the Paurnamāsī sacrifice; and similarly the Paurnamdsi sacrifice 
would not look for the Amāvāsyā day; and under the circumstances, 
if these two trios (the Pawrnamisa and the Amāvāsyā) were performed at 
any other times, such performance would not be in keeping with the correct 
forms of these sacrifices as laid down in the original Injunctions; and as such 
they would altogether cease to be the‘ Darga’ and the ‘ Paurnamdsa (as not 
performed on these days). As for the subsidiaries, however, any parti- 
cular time for the performance of these is not mentioned ; and as such they 
look forward to the mention of such a time; and consequently, there 
being no chance of an incompatibility with the time mentioned in the 
original Injunction, there is no impediment in the way of their being 
connected with the time that is indicated by their peculiar associations. 

On this point we have the following objection: “The subsidiaries 
„always being performed at the time that their respective primaries are 
“performed, we would have a-clear idea of their time, even without such 
“a sentence (as that ‘amdavasyayim amāvasyāyayā, etc.), and hence this 
“ sentence cannot be admitted to have anything to do with the pointing 
“out of the time of the subsidiaries.” 

To this objection we make the following reply: That the time for the 
subsidiaries is the same as that of the Primaries is not declared by any 
mantras ; on the other hand, it is this very sentence (that you have objected 
to) that forms the basis of that assertion. 

Objection : “Those (subsidiaries) that are far removed (in point 
“ of time) cannot in any way help the Primary.” 

Reply: Whence have you got such a law that it is only when a 
certain thing is in close proximity with another, that it can afford any 
help? For it is only in accordance with the declarations in the scrip- 
tures that we ascertain whether or not one Action will help another. 
Hence until we have met with a declaration to the effect that it is only 
proximate objects that can render any help, there can be no authority for 
asserting that that which is remote cannot help. 

Objection: The performance of the Primary together with the 
“ subsidiaries is pointed by a sentence other than what you bring forward. 
e have the sentence—‘ya ishtya paçunā somēna yajéta sa 
amasya yajéta,’—where the word ‘Ishti’ has the 
being laid down with reference to the time 
lf together with all its Component Sacrifices 
red mention of the time is got at by that 


„For instance, W 
st amavasyaya paurn 
“I Wa fental ending; and 
“of the performance of itse 
“and subsidiaries, the requi 
means.“ 
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Reply: True, it is got; but the desired performance is not accom- 
plished. Because the word isi refors either to the whole collection of 
sacrifices (Primaries and Subsidiaries) or to each of them singly; and it 
never refers to any ‘trio of sacrifices’; consequently, a performance 
based upon tlint word would be altogether different. That is to say, it is 
ascertained that the word ‘ishti’ does not refer to ‘any ‘trio’; and thus 
the word applying to each sacrifice (as ‘ishti’ is etymologically equivalent 
to ‘sacrifice,’ ‘yajiia’), it would follow, from the sentence you have 
brought forward, that each one of the sacrifices, singly, would be per- 
formed on one Am4vdsyd or on one Pirnamasi day. (That is to say, one 
sacrifice would be performed on one Amdvdsy@ and another on another 
Améaoitsy2) ; and as such a proper performance of the sacrifices will not be 
accomplished. It might be urged that— the word ‘ishti’ might be 
applied, by a particular convention, to all the sacrifices Agnéya and the 
rest, and the word would thus be as applicable to each ‘trio’ 
us it is to the Soma.” But thus too, inasmuch as the Directive sentence 
—‘dargapirnamisibhyam svargakdmo yajéta’—is one only, both the 
composite sacrifices the ‘ Darga’ as well as tlie Paurnamdsa’ would be 
performed either on the Amavdasya or on the Purnamäst day; and in this 
there wonld be a contradiction of the restriction of time laid down in the 
original Injunction. It might be urged that, “in deference to the original 
Injunction (and also to the signification of the sentence we have brought 
forward), we can accept the two points of time as two alternatives,” But 
then also, just ns in accordance with the original Injunction, each Primary 
Sacrifice would be performed alone by itself upon a distinct Amavasya 
day,—so also, inasmuch as the Subsidiaries are not differentiated as 
to some of them belonging to the ‘Amdvtsya' while others belong to the 
Paurnamasa, the performance of all of these Subsidiaries would be done in 
any one place only. And hence, the sentence that you have brought 
forward cannot serve the same purpose that in served by the sentences 
Amũvũsydm amavdsyayé, etc.; and as such it can be of no use with regard 
to the Primary Sacrifices; hence all that it could do would be to connect 
the particular time with the other modifications of the Primary Sacrifices. 

Objection: “The performance of all the sacrifices, togetlier, as one 
“ gotion, could very well be brought about by the sentenco—‘ same darga- 
“ parnamasibhydm yajéta’; because inasmuch as no significance could be 
“attached to the place (denoted by the word ‘same’ Son level ground), all 
“that the sentence does is to show that all the sacrifices (the Primary 
“ along with its subsidiaries) have to be performed together. (Because 
“the sentence speaks of ‘dargaptirgamdsa’ as tho means; and they could be 
“ mentioned as the means only when accompanied by all their Subsidiaries, 
“as urged above by the Siddhanti himself). 
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Reply: All that the sentence quoted does is to point out that the fact 
of the ground being level (sama) applies equally to all the Sacrifices ; and 
hence the sense of the sentence would only be that in all the sacrificed one 
should have a single level platform, and not many platforms. That is to 
say, even when the sacrifices are performed separately, as they aie 
not performed in different places, the mention of a place applies commonly 
to allofthem. It might be argued that, “ the common application that the 
sentence would imply being that on account of the peculiar relationship 
between the Davça and the Pūrpamāsa, one of them becomes connected 
with the level platform at the samo time that the other does.” But in 
that case, inasmuch as all the six primary sacrifices are mentioned 
simultaneously, it would be necessary to perform them simultaneously 
also; and this would be incompatible with the restriction of time laid 
down in the original Injunction. If, however, they were to. be performed 
in accordance with the original Injunction, then it would be necessary 
to bring about an association of all these sacrifices,—each of which would 
be connected with the prescribed time,—with reference to the ‘level 
platform’; and as such the whole performance would end with the per- 
formance of the six Primary Sacrifices only; and as for the Subsidiaries, 
they would have to be performed, as not restricted by the time specified 
for the Primaries (because the original Injunction does not prescribe the 
time for the Subsidiaries); and as such they would come to be performed 
between the performances of two Primaries (.., between the two 
Amävāsyäs on which the two Primaries would be performed). And further, 
as it is only right for the Subsidiary to be repented with each Primary, 
each Primary with its Subsidiary would be completed by itself (and there 
would be no composite sncrifice). pai , 

It might be argued that, we should connect all the sacrifices with the 
level platform simultaneously, only leaving off that margin of time which 
would be contrary to the prescription of the time in the original Injuno- 
tion.“ But in that case, both the ‘trios’ being performed on one 
Amavdeyã, or on one Pauryamdsi day, the Subsidiaries would be performed 
in proximity to any one of them only. Or again, it would also be possible 
for the Subsidiaries to be performed on any day during the fortnight (be- 
tween the Amavésyd and the Purnamdet). Because in a way the whole of 
this fortnight would be the time for the performance of the Primary; 
because all that can be meant by the Injunction that the Subsidiaries 
should ho performed at the same time as the Primary is that they should 
not overstep the time-limit of the Primary, and not that they should be 
performed close upon it; because this latter would 1 And 
thus then, even the sentence that you bring R 


Plish the desired performance. 


2 
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The above arguments also apply to the case of the sentence daręa- 
- piirnamasibhyam svargakdmo aja (işe. even this sentence cannot 
serve the purpose of pointing out the time); because like the place 
(mentioned by ‘sama’ in the sentence brought forward by the opponent), © 


the Result also cannot form the object of a sentence; and hence what this 


sentence would lead to would be the performance of all the Primary, 
Sacrifices—connected with one another and accompanied by all their 

_ Subsidiaries—at one and the same time, and thus, too, the desired method 
of their performance would not be achieved; and a single result would be 
brought about by Sacrifices performed at different times. 

It might be argued that—‘ the sentence may be taken as directly 
“laying down that at the time of the actual appearance of the result, we 
“should per.orm, simultaneously, all the Primary Sacrifices, together with 
“all their Subsidiaries, which would show how, and by means of what, the 
“appearing Result could be brought abont; and as such there would be 
“ no difference of time in the performance of the sacrifices.” 

Bat in that case, too, we would have an anomaly ir the shape of the 
simultaneous performance of two composite sacrifices. Or, on the other 
hand, in consideration of the original Injunction, each of the sacrifices would 
come, as shown above, to be performed on distinct Amāvāsyā days. Nor 
is the time of the actual appearance of the result perceptible to us; 
as that time also is specified only. by the time of the actual procedure of 
the sacrifice. Thus then, in consideration of the time prescribed in the 
original Injunction, we would conclude that the time of the appearance 
of the Result would be that time which is taken up. by the actual per- 
formance of the Primary and its Subsidiaries; and that the said 
‘simultaneity would be only so far as that time is concerned; and thence 
the completion ofall the Primaries with their Subsidiaries would rest 
either in the: six Primaries—the three Paurpamāsas and the three 
- Amaviieyas, or in the two composites (Darpa and Paurpamasa) only. 
And then the Subsidiaries would come to be performed, either along with 
any one of the two Composite Sacrifices, or on any day during the fort- 

night, as shown above, 
For these reasons we conclude that even this sentence— 


: : * Dargaptrna- 
mäsabhyäm svargakāmo ajeta cannot bring about the an ioi hanbe a each 
‘trio, together with its Subsidiaries, at the proper time; and thi tb 

t at by means of oth 8 : * 
ge y. § of other sentences, —such as the one we have pointed out 
above, vz: “amadvasydyam amdvasyaya, etc.” which thus comes to serye the 
distinctly useful purpose of pointing out the time for the performance of 
each of the two ‘trios? eto., etc. i 

Objection : In that case, the mention of time in the original Injunc- 

tion would be superfluous.” 
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Reply: Why s. vuld it be superfluous ? Just look for a moment upon 
what follows: If the original Injunction did not mention the connection 
of the sacrifices with a particular time, then there would be no ground for 
taking the sentences ya erdm etc.’ as references to the two composite 
sacrifices ; that is to say, the words Paurnamasya’ and Amavasy4 in the 
sentences ‘ya evam etc,’—are held to refer to sacrifices connected with the 
times expressed by these words. And unless we had a mention of the 
time in the original Injunction, we could never know which sacrifices are 
referred to by these words. And this being unknown, as the sacrifices 
denoted by di, in the sentences ‘ya evdm etc.’, would not be specified 
by the words. Darga’ and ‘ Pūrnamāsa’ as comprehended in their true signi- 
fication, the sentences ya evam eto. would have taken in all the sacrifices 
mentioned in the context; and as such all these equally would be Primaries. 
Consequently, it becomes necessary that the sacrifices should have been 
previously connected with particular points of time. It is on-account of this 
being absolutely necessary that even though the sentence ‘ ūjyasya ma nau 
upānçū paurnamasyam etc.’ forms part of a ‘ Purdkalpa Arthavidu’ (and as 
such is not a pure injunction), yet it has been quoted by the Bhashyaas the 
original Injunction of the Upangu sacrifice, (which is the ono next to the 
Agneéya), simply because the sentence contains the word ‘ paurnamdsyaim, 
and as such connects the Updngw sacrifice with a particular point of time 
(which is not done by the sentence which is the real original Injunction 
of the Upānçū). 


Sūtra (4): Also because we find a peculiarity (in the 
shape of the appearance of the subsidiary Prayaje in the modifica- 
tions of the Primaries) ; (we cannot hold all to be equally Primaries) ; 
because they (the Prayajus) could not appear in them (the 
modifications) if all were equal. 


If the sacrifices mentioned by the sentences ‘ya evdm etc.’ were dis- 
tinct from all others, then the Aghiara and tho other Subsidiaries would all 
equally be Primaries ; and hence, in accordance with the sūtra VIII. i, 20, 
the subsidiary Praydjas etc., also, like the Agnéya and the other Primaries, 
would enter into the instrutmental factor (in the bringing about of the 
principal result) ; and as such they would no longer be able to supply the 
want of the method in the Bhavana (bringing about) of the modifications of 
the Primary, which has its Instrument or Means already laid down; and as 
such these modifications would no longer take into themselves these Praya- 
Jas etc.; they are actually found to be taken up by these modifications ; as 
otherwise we could not have a text enjoining * Krshnala’ as the material to 
be used at the Prayāja, when performed in connection with the modifications. 
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Consequently in order to establish the fact of the Pray@ja cte. being 
subsidiary to the Agnéya and the rest, we must take the two sentences in 
question as referring to the previously mentioned Sacrifices. 


Sutra (5): Objection: * The sentences (‘yadagneya 
etc. ) lay down accessories, because of the direct men- 
“* tion (of the root yaji’ in the other sentences).” 


“If we accept distinct sacrifices to be laid down by the sentences 
%% evam etc., then we have the following advantages: (1) The singular 
„number in the word ‘ paurnamāsīm becomes quite explicable with refer- 
“ enco to the noun itself, without having recourse to any indirect indication, 
“by the word, of the composite of sacrifices. (2) If we accept these 
“ sentences as Injunctions, we have a further advantage, viz: the root“ yaji j 
“is found to be directly mentioned, and it is not necessary to infer it 
“ from the mention of the Deity (as you have got to do in the case of 
„holding the Injunction to lie in the sentence yad@gneya to.“). (3) In 
“ your case the sacrifices enjoined by these inferred ‘ is' being more than 
“one, their Apurvas would also be more than one; and thus in compari- 
“son with the process of taking the sentences as referring to the before- 
“ mentioned sacrifices, that of taking them as independent Injunctions is far 
more advantageous. As for the appearing of the Prayājas in the modifi- 
“cations (urged in the preceding Sutras), it can be explained, either by 
“qualifying the injunction of Krshnala in the performance of the 
“ Praydjas in the modifications, by adding the condition ‘in such cases 
„where there are sentences that must be taken as anwvada’,—or by taking it 
pa as 1 down a material for the Prayiija occurring in the Primary it- 

self,’ 
“ It is with reference to all this that the opponent says (in the Bhsahya): 


5 These two alone are the Injunctions of Sacrifices; all other are mere 
“ injunctions of the accessoriog,” 


The opponent next proce a ge 
e 0 ee eds to meet the objection that these two 


ie s, Materials or Deiti * 
„ Amavasya’ and ‘ Paurnamasi, Deities, mentioned: “The words 


5 oce i i ; 
“ o'shtākapālo eto, refer to the Fie arring in the sentences“ yadagney- 


“ , à ifices ioi 
etc.’ ; and as those sentenees 10 pied ia by the sentences ‘ ya evam 


40 Deities, etc. va Wave the Deiti — distinctly lay do the 
. 7 eities of o . WR 
„ directly.by the Vedic sentences ieee two sacrifices mentioned 


Sittra (6): Reply: But the 
$ e Y are 1 : 
otherwise many accessories would BA sa pr LA 
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taneously; because tf they appeared after the sacrifices 
had been enjoined, then their such appearance could be 
only for the sake of the accessories; and as such we 
would have to admit of an injunctive word with each 
accessory, i E 


The sentences yadägneya eto. cannot be taken as laying down the 
accessories of the sacrifices etijoined by the sentences ‘ya eam eto.“ Be- 
cause it is a well-recognised rule that when the Action is one that has been 
already enjoined (by a previous sentence), we cannot lay down more 
than one accessory with regard to it; as itis only when the Action has uot 
been otherwise enjoined that even a number of accessories could be laid 
down by a single effort (of that Injunction). 

That is to say, in all original Iujunctions of Actions, the Injunctive 
Affix proceeds to enjoin only the Bhavana, because it is only this factor 
that is not got at by othor means. And so long as this Bhāvanā is not fully 
equipped with all its factors, by means of the Denotation of the Root, and 
the other factors in the sentence (denoting the various auxiliaries of the 
sacrifice), it cannot be brought to action; and hence until all this has been 
fully laid down, the Injunction is not complete. And when it so happens 
that by the apparent inconsistency of the generic character of the auxili- 
aries that are recognised as constituting tho factors of the Bhavand,—this 
inconsistency leads us to look for a specification of the said auxilfaries,—. 
then it is that the Bhavana comes to be specified by those specifications 
which are implied by the Instrumental case-endings Tonna. in the same 
sentence, and which also aro on the look-out for tho Bhavana (as the 
object to be spocificd). And in the caso of each word, the Class, Gender 
and Number, that belong to an object,—all these como to bo recognised, by 
means of the direct signification of the particular caso-ending, as auxili- 
aries to the Bhavana; because all theso (Olass, etc.), on account of being 
expressed by the same word, havo among thcmselvos tho relation of the `. 
qualification and the qualified, and aro not recognised as belonging to; or 
depending upon, one another (and as nuch- must bo concluded to form part 
of something else; and that is tho Bhavana). And thus it is that all words, : 
near the Bhavana, or removed from it, fall in with tho Bhavana, notwith- 
standing their remotoncss or proximity,--in tho way that we have | 
explained undor the Adhikarana on Anushuaya in tho foregoing Pada of 
this Adhyaya, And it is only then that, having Kot. hold of a Bhavand fully 
endowed with all its qualifications, the Injunction becomes comploto. : 

And ag in all such cases the Injunction Inysdown the qualified Bhavana 

by e singlo effort, it docs not entail any such anomaly `- tho CS y 
various potencics in tho Injunction. Bocpuso it is only When tho direct 
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functionings of words are multiplied that it becomes very complicated ; and 
when the words end in expressing @ siugle fact, then there, is nothing in- 
compatible in the indirect implication of many things. That is to say, the 
direct Injunction having been once utilised in the laying down of the 
qualified Bh@vand,—if it were taken again to directly function towards the 
laying down of something else, then it would be necessary to repeat the 
Iujunctive word over again; and this being incompatible with the Veda, 
would not be warrantable; when, however, the Injunctive word has 
ceased its functioning with once having laid down the Bhavana, then, on 
account of the apparent inconsistency of its own signification, it would 
give birth to (i. e., indirectly imply) other Injanctive words expressive of 
such qualifications (as would be necessary for removing the said inconsis- 
tency); and in this the original Injunctive word would not have to give Up 
its one form as appearing in the Vedic text; although it would serve all 
the purposes that would be served by various repetitions of itself. 

And though in this manuer the Injunction of the qualification would 
appear after the original Injanction of the Bhdvand itself, yet, in accordance 
with the law laid down under the Adhikarana on Akrti’ (in the first 
Pada of the first Adhyaya), the qualifications themselves will have 
appeared before that. That is to say, though, asa matter of fact, the 
Apparent Inconsistency due to the fact of the Bhavana being qualified, 
appearing subsequently, leads to an idea of the Injunction of the qualifica- 
tion, long after that of the original Injanction (of the Bhdvan7),—yet, in 
accordance with the rule arrived atin the Adhikarana on ‘ Akrti,’ as it is 
impossible for the Bhavana to be qualified, in the absence of the qualifica- 
tions themselves, it must be admitted that these must have been full- 
fledged entities from before ; as it is through these alone that any idea of 
the Bhavana being qualified could be brought about. 

All these Injanctions (of qualifications), pointed out by the apparent 
inconsistency of a perceptible fact, operate either simultaneously or one 
after the other. And thus we find that if we admit a sentence to be the 

` Injunction of a fresh Bhavana, then it becomes an easy matter to got 
at 585 1 es accessories, by the help of the original Injunction 
1 avand, which is capable of giving birth to various Injunc- 

abe other hand, however (if the sentence be taken as only referring 
to s vanā previously enjoined by another sentence), this is not ble 
Because, as a rule, it is only when the Primary is carried to a pl 1 A 5 
draws with itself all its accessories; while if it is one of th P a t 
is carried, it does not carry with itself anothor Accessory 55 85 

2 2 2 , 
are not so intimately connected. That is to say, when the Bhavana is such 


as has been got at from another sentenco, then the Injunctive word in the 
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sentence in question cannot enjoin that Bhāvanā over again—as a 
repeated injunction of the Bhavana would be as useless as tho powdering 
of that which has already been powdered ; and then, not performing its in- 
junctive function, it does not become the means of giving birth to various 
Injunctions with regard to things connected with that Bhadvand; as it is 
only when the Injunctive word enjoins the qualified Bhavana that it makes 
possible the assumption of such Injunctions ; and this is not possible in the 
case in question; hence the Injunctive Affix is found to be such as has 
its direct expressive potency quite inoperative (towards. the injunction of 
the Bhavana); and hence, in accordance with the rule laid down under 
the sūtra ‘dnarthakyadt tadangeshu, that Injunctive Affix comes down 
from the Bhavand and directs itself towards the auxiliaries con- 
nected with it. And then those qualifications of Olass, Gender and 
Number, which qualify the auxiliary expressed by a single word, serve to 
point ont that auxiliary, —exactly in the way that we have explained in 
the case of the Injunction of a qualified Bhavana : and as such these qualifica- 
tions are all enjoined ; and hence, in the case of a single word, even though 
the Bhavana has been enjoined by another sentence, it is possible to bave 
the Injunction of many things (in connection with it). When, however, 
there is a combination of many auxiliaries mentioned by many words (as 
in the case of the sentences ‘agnéyoshtakapdlah eto.) — then, in that case, 
there being no sort of relationship among these auxiliaries themselves, 
the words expressing them also remain unconnected (with one onother) ; 
and hence when the Injunction betakes itself to one of them, it has 

nothing to do with any other; and when it would betake to this latter, 

it could not have anything to do with another, and s0 on ; because of all of 

them being wholly unconnected with one another. For these reasons it is 

not possible, in this case, to have the one implied by the other, as we had 
in the case of the Injunction applying to the Bhavana. 

Thus then in this case, the original Injanction not giving birth to other 
Injunctions, the former, being one only, would be wholly taken up in the 
laying down of one auxiliary ; and then the declaration that it lays down 
another also, would not be possible, unless we meaut to repeat the original 
Injunction; this would entail the anomaly of all these repented 
Injunctions being of human origin (and as such having no authority). 
This is what is meant by the second half of the s#ira, which means that if 
the sentence were taken as laying down an action that has been already. 
previously enjoined, as such laying down could only be for the purpose of 
mentioning the accessory, the Injunctive word would have to be 
repeated for the sake of the Injunction of each one of me accessories. — 

The Bhashya says :— parasparasambundhe cūsati eto. (when there 1 0 
mutual connection etc.) ; and this is meant to show that when there is no 
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such connection, there is no apparent inconsistency that could serve as thé 
ground for having an injunction of the qualified Bhavana. 

Even in everyday life, we find that when the chief man—the king, for 
instance, is carried toa place, he always carries with himself all his invari- 
able attendants ; whereas when one of these attendants goes to a place, n0 
other attendant moves a single step; for the carrying of each 
attendant, it becomes necessary to make a fresh effort; and it is absolutely 
impossible to move all the attendants by a single effort ; hence it is im- 
possible for many accessories to be taken up by a single Injunction. 

It is this fact that the Bhdshya proceeds to explain in detail: The 
sentence ‘ agnéyoshtakapalak etc.’ cannot be taken as laying down the 
ashtakapala with reference to the Paurnamasi sacrifice (held to be enjoined 
by the sentence ‘ya évam etc.“); because the mention of the form of the 
Ashtakapala has still got to be made; and as such mention could be got at 
with very great difficulty, how could the sentence serve the purpose 
ok laying down any other object? This is what is meant by the assertion 
(in the Bhashya) that ‘ there being no relationship of the word bhavati; there 
is no connection (of the sacrifice) with agnéya’ [that is to say, in the 
sentence ‘ashtikapalo bhdvati’ the word ‘ bhavati’ denotes the existence of 
the asfakapdla, and as such the Paurndmasi is connected, by means of this 
sentence, with the asfdkapdla, and not with the Agnaya, because this latter 
is in no way connected with the ‘bhavati’]. If, however, the sentence be 
taken as laying down the Agnéya with reference to the Paurnāmāsī sacri- 
fice, then too, we have the same difficulty of having a mention of the actual 
form of the Agnzya ; and as this difficulty ia both cases is exactly similar; 
the Bhāshya has not noticed it in connection with this second alternative, 
and has only pointed out the fact of the sacrifice, in this case, not having 
connection with the ashfakapdla, Even when we take the sentence as 

meaning that ‘the Agnēya qualified by the Paurnamdasi sacrifice is 
ashtakapala,’ or that ‘the ashtakapala qualified by that sacrifice is A gnéya,’— 
in any case we aro faced by the following difficulties: (1) the Mentai 
of the origin of that Agnēya or Ashtdkapala which is described; (2) the 
difficulty of connecting them with the P 3 a 
mention of the origin of that (4 © Pauruamdsi sacrifice; (3) the 
(arith reference to another) ; and 915 or Ashtakapala) which is e tie 
end the Ashtakapala with ae wae, e difficulty of connecting the gnéya 
; and thus the whole thing would be- 


come too complicated. a i: 

1 ater i 5 * = 43 e with both of 
for us to have origins for both; and secondly, we i d be necessary 
mutual relationship among them. Nor can the two be * — 
(or restrict) each other as is done by the various guahneskion to el 
in the sentence ‘arunaya piùgākshyā ekahayanya gava — ; 
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because that would entail the anomaly of having a qualified Injunction. 
Consequently, it must be admitted that it is the Paurnamasi, as unaffected 
by the Asfaxapäla, that is connected with the Agnꝭga, or thatit is the 
Paurnamasi, as unaffected by the Aynéya, that is connected with the 
Astakapdia; and as such there can be no connection between the Agneya 
and the Ashktakapdla. a i 
With a view to meet this difficulty if one were to take the sentence at 
the very outset, as laying down the material (Ash{@kapdla) and the Deity 
(Agni mentioned in the word ‘ Agnéya') of the Paurnamäsi sacrifice, then 
he would have to face the following difficulties : (1) the mention of the 
actual forms of these two (Agnéya and Ash{akapala), (2) the injunction of 
one in regard to another, (3) the connecting of these two with one 
another, when both aro enjoined at one and the same time; (4) and then 
over and above all these, the connecting of these two with the Paurnamast 
sacrifice (which is held to be enjoined by another sentence Ya ëvam etc.“) 
And then, for the purpose of meeting these difficulties, it becomes 
necessary to take the sentence yadagneyak eto. as only laying down the 
oonneotion of the Ash pd in connection with the sacrifice, with reference 
to the Deity mentioned in some other sentence: tbis is what is meant by the 
Bhashya, “ kena cit Agnéyah sankalpitah ” ; some feople take this sentence 
as meaning thet “if one were to bring in the Agnaya that had been given 
away by another performer” ; but this does not appear correct, because 
such bringing would be tantamount to stealing, in the midst of his per- 
formance, the material prepared by another person. Therefore, we must 
take the word ‘sankalpitah’ as containing a double causative affix,—the 
meaning of the sentence thus being “if we take Agnsga as laid down in 
another passage, —for instance, the one that contains the word ‘rukkamab’ 
(desiring a bright complexion, eto. ). 
In reply to this argument it is said that in that case, the word Agnaya 
(as understood from that other sentence) being taken as simply mentioned 
(in the sentence ‘yadagneyaf eto.) for the purpose of establishing the 
connection of the Ashfakapala (with the Paurnamisi sacrifice), then it is 
not known what is the Deity in the Paurpamasi sacrifice ; and if it be held 
that the Agneya is laid down with reference to the Ash{akapala as qualified | 
by the Paurnamāsi, then there is a syntactical split; and in this way 
we can go on showing the endless syntatical splits consequent upon all 
tho various constructions that could, in accordance with the opponent's 
theory, bo put upon the sentence—the constructions that have been shown 
under the Adhikarana on Akrti in Pada i, of Adhyaya I, l , 
Thus then in the sentence ‘ Agnsya eto.’ we mast have the injunction of 
the connection of a material and a Deity; but thie connection is not 
Possible with regard to, any sactifico that may have been previously 
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enjoined by other sentences; and hence, in accordance with the sũtra 
s gunagcapiirva-sambandhal > we must admit a distinct sacrifice to be 
actually enjoined by this sentence (‘ yadagneyak etc.); and then we have 
the same ‘riipavacana (non-mention of the form)’ that was urged in 
the third sfifra ; and as such the sentence ya Evam ete? must be taken 
as only referring to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentence ‘ yadagneyab, 
etc. And by this we are forced to bave recourse to indirect indication, eto., 
for the purpose of explaining tlie singular ending (in Paurnamasim 55 
And further, the sentence yadagneyah etc.’ cannot be complete until 
it lays down an action not laid down by any other sentence ; and so long 
as its own full signification is not complete, it cannot require the aid of 
another sentence. That is to say, that ‘the Ashtakapila becomes ’ jg not 
a functioning by the human agent ; nor is it possible for a sentence to lay 
down only the functioning of a cake ; because such functioning would not 
have the character of any particular Bhavana. And thus it being 
necessary to assume a particular functioning of the human agent, we 
naturally fall upon the assumption of the sacrifice, And though when a 
functioning (that of the cake) is actually perceptible, itis not quite right to 
assume an inferred one,—yet, in the case in question, the sentence being not 
incomplete, and (as such not standing in need of another gentence) the mere 
fact of the root ‘ yaji’ (signifying the sacrifice) being found-in the sentence 
containing the words ‘amévdsya > and ‘ paurndmasi’ (t. 6., the sentence 
a e vãm eto. ), which is not in close proximity to the sentence in question, 
cannot preclude the aforesaid inferential assumption. And when the 
‘ sacrifice’ has been inferred, the sentences ‘ ya évam eto. are found to have 
the exact form of more description (or reference); and for this reason 
they are actually admitted to be as such 
And further, because in the our F 7 
is co- extensive with (refers to) „ yadagneyo etc.’ the word ‘yat 
os ction (of being, of the cake), while the 
at in the sentence ‘ya ꝭ uam ete,’ Brews 
: 8 „refers to the agent, —and as it is the 
latter kind of ‘yat? and not of eu was 
` of the former, that precludes the injunctive 
function—the mere presence of 23 
cannot’ bo in th ce of the word ‘yat’ in the former sentence 
e way of ite being taken as an Injunction. On this 
we have the followi ; a ! „ 
the word ‘yag’ wing declaration :—“ When connected with the verh 
2 yat’ does not disable the Injunction; when, however, it i8 
connected with the Agent, then it distinctly points to the fact Be Ae 
sentence being a mere reference to something that has been pes : 8 
previous sentence.” joined in 


Sutra (1): The mention of these also is like thut. 


If the Amdvasya were a single sacrifice, th 
en th als th 
Sanndyya (Curd and Butter) aud the . be 
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optional alternatives; and then, why should there be any mention of the 
preparation of one of these before the other, (as it would be necessary to 
employ and prepare only one of the two alternative materials) ? 

When there are various sacrifices, then the SGnndyya and the Oshadht 
come to be taken as both forming the materials to be offered in various 
sacrifices, and as such all the various materials having to be prepared for 
the Amavasy@ sacrifice, it becomes quite relevant to speak of the prepara- 
tion of one of these before the other,—which would be entirely irrelevant 
in any other case. 

And further, in accordance with the Pürvapaksha, over and above the 
three sacrifices, there would be a fourth (in the shape of that enjoined by 
the sentence ‘ya Evam etc’); and as such the passage quoted in the 
Bhashya would refer to them as ‘uttarāni’ (in the plural), and not as 
‘uttaré’ (in the Dual) (which refers to the two composite sacrifices, the 


Darga and the Paurnamasa). 1 


Sätra (8): Also because we find (in the Veda) indica- 
tive words. 

If the sentences ‘ya &vam eto. enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then 
the number of sacrifices would be more, and if they enjoined accessories, the 
number would be less thau ‘thirteen’ and ‘fourteen,’ which are the num- 
bers that are mentioued in connection with the Libations in the Darga and 
the Paurnamdse. Because these numbers could be possible only if in the 
Paurnamdsa there were three, and in the Darga two, primary libations 
(and this would not be the case if the sentences ‘ya d vam eto.’ are taken 
either as the Injunctions of independent sacrifices, or as the Injunctions of 
nner cee reasons we conclude that the sentences ‘ya évam ete.’ 
merely refer to the two previously mentioned composite sacrifices, To this 
effect, we have the following declaration: (1) Because the enjoined 
sacrifice has no form (material, eto.), (2) because the words of the sentence 
directly denote the ancrifices mentioned in the context, and (3) because it 
ia only in these latter sacrifices that we find distinct forms and details,— 
we must admit the sentences “ya Svam eto. to be mere references to the 
two composite sacrifices laid down in the preceding sentence.” 


——— — 


8⁴ 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[Treating of the First Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana.} 
PORVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (9): The case of the upancu would be like the 
Paurnamas?.”’ 


The following three Adhikaranas trent of the exceptions to the general 
rale arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

[There is one sentence : Jami va eladyajnasya kriyalé yadancau puro- 
dagau, unpancuyajamantara qajati, and then we have n set of sentences— 
‘vishnurupingn yashtavyoJamitvdya, prajapatirupangy yashtavayo jāmi- 
tvaya, agnishoma@vupangu yashtavyavajamitvaya’; and on these there arises 
the following question: does the expression ‘upinguyajam’ in the first 
sentence only serve to speak of (refer to) the whole batch of sacrifices men- 
tioned in the latter set of sentences? or does it serve to lay down an in- 
dependent sacrifice by itself? And on this question, we have the pirvapaksha 
ombodied in the sutra; and in support thereof we have the following argu- 
ments. | 


„To the sentonce ‘ upanguydjam etc.’ apply all the conclusions arrived 
“at in the foregoing Adhikarana,” 


“ Because, inasmuch as the sacrifices laid down in the latter set of 
“ sentences have their accessories in the shape of the respective deities duly 
u mentioned, while that which 18 mentioned in the first sentence has no 
“such accessory mentioned, we cannot but conclude that this latter 
“sacrifice depends upon the former sacrifices, 

„That is to say, in the three sentences, we have the affix tavyq with 
“the verb; and as such they have the character of absolute Injun ction,” 
“ ond hence, if we were to assume these sentences to enjoin 106 0 
“ sacrifices, then we would render ourselves open to all the aforesaid objec: 
“ tions of the details of these being unknown, and also of the 0 of 
“ having to assume many unseen factors.“ 

And fu rther, we find each of the latter three sentences mentioning the 
„removal of the evil effects of the jamz (a technical flaw in the perform 
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“ance of a sacrifice, explained below) ; and it is with regard to this flaw of 
“the 7a@mi that the first sentence mentions the upānçū sacrifice. That is to 
“say, looking at the whole section, from the first sentence to the last, 
“we find that the mention of ‘jamz’ (in the first sentence) and the 
`“ ‘removal of ami’ (mentioned in the last three) form one subject ; and 
from this it is clear that it is the last three sentences that contain the real 
“ Ivjunctious, whereas in the first sentence we do not find any distinct 
© Arthavada or Injunction (by which it could be taken as containing the 
“ Injunction of a sacrifice). Then again, the special purpose served by the 
first sentence referring to the whole set of the three sacrifices (laid down 
“iu the latter sentences), is that it is only thus that any one of the three 
‘sacrifices (laid down by the three sentences) can be taken as a sacrifice in- 
dependent of the other two; it is only by making the first sentence (which 
‘ mentions a definite point of time, in the shape of the interrim between 
‘the offerings of two cakes) supplementary to the last three sentences, that 
“all the three sacrifices becoming connected with that particular time,— 
“each of them comes to be taken as an independent primary sacrifice. 
»The Bhashya has represented the opposer of the Pirvapaksha as 
‘bringing forward the objection that the first sentence might be taken as 
“laying down a sacrifice with the upān»çū as its accessory (and as such the 
“ sacrifice laid down by it cannot be said to be without a definite accessory). 
“ And some people take exception to this sentence of the Bhashya, on the 
“ground that the Deity and the Material to be offered being the only two 
“ accessories of a sacrifice, one ‘ upangit’ cannot rightly be spoken of as such 


But this is not a very effective objection ; because any- 
(distinguishes it from other 


— 


„an accessory.“ i£ 
“thing that characterises or specifies a sacrifice 
“ sacrifices) is its accessory ; and there is no doubt that the ‘updngu “nyss 
“ (ie. the quietness with which the Mantras are recited) serves to dis- 
“tinguish a sacrifice : and as such it can very well be spoken as an 
“ t accessory.” 

“The Pūrvapakshin meets this objection by declaring that such a word 
„as upangiyajn cannot very well, etc. And the sense of this is that 
“if the word ‘ upangaydja’ be etymologically explained in a way that 
„ would point out upingu as the distinguishing feature of the sacrifice, 
“ie, if the compound be explained as upūnçū ijyate yah sa—then 
“the resultant word would be ‘upānçūyūga’ and not upänçūyäja, 
“in accordance with Panini’s sūtra VII—iii—52, While on the other hand, 
“if the word ‘ upangilyay a be taken as the name (of the whole set of bake 
“sacrifices, and not as laying down the accessory of an independen 


“ sacrifice), inasmuch as uo etymological explanation of a name 18 
grammatical anomaly—the 


“ necessary, there would: be uo room for the 
“ word being taken as a complete whole by itself. 
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“ The opponent brings forward another objection—nanvevam sati ete, 
“ And the sense of this is that even when the word is taken as a Name, then 
“in accordance with the sara I—iv—4, the applicability of that name 
“ (upangityaja) to the set of three sacrifices would depend solely upon the 
“ presence in each of these three sacrifices, of the feature of upān E te 
“ which presence is laid down by the sentence ‘ vishurupangi yashtavyah 
“etc. : and then the etymological explanation and the consequent anomaly 
“ cannot be avoided.” ine 

“The Purvapakshin replies to this objection by declaring igs aaa ak 
“ necessary for us to take the word ‘ upanguyaja’ as referring to the set of 
“ three sacrifices, as this reference can be made by the word ‘ yajatt in the 
„same sentence (and all that we mean is that the first sentence only 
“ refers to the three sacrifices). Then, too, it isonly in the case ni 25 
“Injunction that it is necessary for ench word to fit in with the particular 
“ sacrifice ; while in the case of the Name, the applicability of this word is 
“made to rest upon the fact of the root ‘yajt’ only referring to the set 
“of three sacrifices; and thus there being even a slight ground of 
“similarity, there would be nothing incongruous in the applicability of the 
“Name (and hence it is not necessary to have recourse to an etymological 
“explanation; and hence there will be no occasion for the grammatical 
“anomaly ).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sit (10): But it is an Injunction, because of there 
being no other sacrifice mentioned in the context. 


The sentence ‘upānçūyājam yajati ’ is the Injunction of an indepen- 
dent sacrifice ; and it is not a mere reference to the set of three sacrifices 
mentioned in the three sentences. (1) Because there being no other 
sacrifices mentioned in the context, the sentence cannot be taken as a 
mere reference; and (2) because no sacrifice is actually enjoined by the 
sentences ‘ vishnuk etc.’ 
aA 5 yoten of the sentence mentioning the Vaztgvanara sacrifice, we 
hanes the ae yog paing to oe text treats of ‘twelve cakes,’ and 

forming part nn a me 1 eight’ and the rest come to be taken as 
1e twelve“; ond as such the senten ‘he hese 

smaller numbers are not taken as separate Inj 1 enen sie 
: i ‘Junctions of th bers: 
In the same manner in the case in question, we find that tl PEON AR 
introduced by the words ‘jāmi vā état’ which describe = i in 
the sacrifice ; and it is clear that such mention of the 5 mibe. 
some bearing on—and be needed by—a certain shee aari ; 
consequently it appears that the sentences ‘vishnuh ete. ’ 


Injunction is 


speaking of 
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the removal of that Haw serve the purpose of enlogising that enjoined 
sacrifice. When it so happens that between the offering of two cakes 
there is no other action to be performed, then we have what is called the 
flaw of ‘jami’; and hence the mention of the ‘removal of jāämi’ must be 
taken as eulogising that action which would be laid down as to be per- 
formed between the two offerings; and from this it follows that in the case 
in question, what has to be eulogised is the sacrifice Tpangu, which is dis- 
tinctly laid down as to be performed “in the ¢nterrim”; while in the 
sentences ‘vishnuh etc.’ we find described the ‘removing of the ‘jams’ 
which is the eulogy required by the aforesaid Upangu sacrifice; and 
consequently we disregard the injunctive character of these sentences, 
because their injunctiveness is nowhere found to be required; and hence 
all of them come to be taken as mere eulogistic sentences. Specially as 
we do not find the “interrim’’ mentioned as the time, in the sentences 
‘vishnuh eto.; and as such the 5am, with a mention of which the 
context was introduced, not having any direct connection with these 
sentences, these cannot be taken as embodying the Injunctions of any 
actions for the removal of that ‘jami’; and hence too the “rem oving of 
jami” mentioned in these sentences cannot be taken ns eulogising 
these latter Injunctions. On the other hand, that action, which is 
mentioned directly in connection with the time “interrim,” is distinctly 
found to be the object of Injunction by the sentence that begins with the 
mention of ‘jami’; and then on this ground, the other sentences come 

to have their use in eulogising that Action ; under the circumstances, 

it is scarcely right to accept an Injunction that would entail the assamp- 

tion of many imperceptible elements. 

And further, in the case of the sentences ‘vishnuh etc.“, these being 
taken as connecting the sacrifices with Vishyn etc., the sacrifice’ would 
be indirectly implied as subordinate to that connection; and so long as 
a directly-expressed sacrifice is available (in the sentence upüngum eto.) 
it is not right to accept an indirectly implied sacrifice to be en- 
joined. i 

That is to say, the affix ‘éavya’ in yashtavyah’ is in the passive, and as 
such the predominant factor in the sentence is ‘vishnu’ to whom the 
Sacrifice is subordinate (the sentence meaning etymologically that Vishnu 
is the objective of the sacrifice) ; and the performability of the sacrifice could 
be only inferred indirectly from the sentence,—the factor of the sacrifice 
being extracted out of the word “ yashtavyah „; and this would be scarcely 
proper; because we have a direct Injunction of the Sacrifice in the sentence 
‘antara yajati’. Even though it were possible for the sentence ‘ vishnuh ? 
to be taken apart from the sentence ‘antarë yajate vet all that they could 
do would be to lay down the Deities for that sacrifice which is laid down 
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as to be performed “in the interrim ” (in the sentence ‘ antara, ete.’) ; and 
they could not lay down distinct Actions. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible even for the Deity to be laid 
down by such sentences. Because the word ‘yashtavyah’ in these does not 
signify either the Deity or that to which something is given; because all 
that they actually signify is a material subordinate (belonging) to the 
sacrifice ; consequently what we have to do is to take the potency of the 
objective as the predomiuant element ; and as such what the word would 
signify would be whatis signified by the Accusative case-ending ; and 
certainly that does not establish the character of the Deity. Because 
the root ‘yaji’ meaning ‘to give away,’ its actual objective is that 
which is given away ; and hence the only possible explanation would be that 
the Deity approached by the object given away, comes subsequently to be 
indirectly connected with the Sacrifice. But in this way, the words come to 
have two objectives; and hence, in accordance with the sūtra ‘samaptth 
gabdarthah, [II—iv— 23] what happens is that the objective, in the shape 
of the thing given away, is set aside, and another, in the shape of the Deity 
worshipped, becomes manifested; and the verb thereby coming to be re: 
cognised to have only one objective (in the shape of the Deity worshipped); 
it is only after its Dative potency has been wholly suppressed, that the 
Deity could be spoken of as the objective, asin the sentence ‘ vishnwm 
yajati’ (in the Active voice) or ‘ vishnuryashtavyak’ (in the Passive). Aud 
certainly in this we do not find any denotation of the Deity; all that we 
find is that the character of Deity (of Vishnu) is indirectly indicated by the 
apparent inconsistency of its objective character. 

Objection: “ The root ‘yaji’ signifying the worshipping of a Deity, 

a on noe signifying the objective of that root would be synonymous with 

i 8 1 i onp hence it is scarcely correct to say that in the 
Reply le e e Deity is only indirectly indicated.” , , 

s matter of fact, the root ‘yaji’ does not directly signify 


the worship: ity : ; j 
nn A <A a Deity ; because if that were the case, then Hymning 


Deity, that Deity ca 
the guest is worshi 


said ‘sa yajaté.’ 


the actual form of the sacrificial 


Deity (namely that of being one to whom an offer} 
erin 


present in the Deity hymned, that D 

an object of worship, like the Guest. And fur 

yaji does 

pepe n Adhya y 

root ‘yar’ is taken to mean ‘yiving M the Dar 5 La Pr 
vhom th 
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= pee maap 15 poia to haye the character of the objective; as for 
instance, the -encher who is worshipped by means of gifts is not found to 
have the character of the objective. 
r 7 a ee 
M e. a ie el pa 14 5 mentioning the Deity would 
ionos of abide 6488 6nd KAGE then how would you explain the pres 
s 1 ; S Scene mentioning the Deity) ? 

Reply 2 5 pradanatva (the principal element in the Dative) of 
the Deity is never of the same precise type as that of the Teacher; be- 
cause the Deity is not the actunl receiver of the gift (not having a body, 
ete.). And , further, we do, in certain cases, find the Dative ending with 
words mentioning the Deity, for iustance, ‘ yadabhyam grihitva somaya 
yajate etc.” But, in all cases, the Deity has got neither the precise 
character of the sumpradana (receiver of the gift), nor that of the 
particular objective ; nor by itself could it be either the receiver of the 
gift or the objective, with reference to the root Yi (sacrifice). Then the 
character of ono of these two is attributed to it, simply because, while being 
actually found to help in the accomplishment of the Action—and thereby 
having the character of the ‘karaka’ (Instrument) there is no seventh 
ease that could fit it exactly. Nor by itself, in the form that is signified 
by the word ck ee of ene Deity, does the Deity become related to the 
denotation of the root ‘yapi. Under the circumstances, even though the 
actual receiving of the offering is not present in the case, yet by the mere 
fact of the offering being made with regard to it, we assume the presence 
of the complex conditions of the Dative; and hence speak of the Deity in 
the Dative; and at times, the character of being reached, that belongs to 
one with regard to whom the offering is made, is assumed in the case of 
the offering ; and as such the Deity is, sometimes, spoken of as the objective 
of the whole root ya7?.’ 

Thus then, (1) ina case where we find an Injunction wherein the Deity 
is mentioned in the Dative Case, for instance, ‘ somaya yajaté,’ we must ex- 
plain it as meaning that ‘ the offering should be made to that Deity, as if 
creating its right of ownership in the object offered ?;—(2) when we 
meet with an Injunction in which the Deity is mentioned as the objective 
(for instance, vishnuryashtavyah), its meaning is that it is the Deity refer- 
ence to whom should be made for making the offering, It is for this reason 
that in a case where the only action of the Offerer lies in referring to (or 
thinking of)|the Deity, and there is no actual offering made, we find the 
direction ‘hotaryaja’ (where all that the Hotri priest does is to think of 


the Deity to whom the offering has been made), eel 
Thus we find that both of these—the Dative and the Objective character 


—apply to the Deity only indirectly. And of these two again, we find that 
the character of the Dative is moro closely related to the Deity (than that 
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£ the Objective) because it is the Dative alone that is an invariable con- 
8 —— 2 th soii of giving, though its complete applicability has been 
eee to objection ; while as for the Objective, we find that it is 
— 2 2 — other than giving, and as such not being a necessary 
n 3 the action of giving, it is not so closely related to the Deity. 
— it is concluded that the character of the Objective of the root 
‘yaji’ is not fally applicable to the word ‘Deity „just as the character of 
the Deity too is not found to be wholly applicable in the case in question. 
Because, as a rule, the Deity is always mentioned either by the use of the 
word ‘Deity’ itself, or by the use of a word with a nominal affix which 
signifies the Deity; and never by means of any of the case-endings. For 
instance, when laying down cla appyaraies of the Nominal affixes signifying 
the Deity, the words that Panini nee are not in the forms ‘idama- 
gnays (with the Objective ending) a téna kritam’ (in the Instrumental) ;— 
that is to say, in all the rules laying down the use of Nominal affixes, we 
find that its use is laid down by means of words with those very case- 
endings, which themselves are capable of signifying the same meaning 
that is meant to be expressed by the Nominal affix laid down; for 
instance, we have such rules as (I) ‘tad vahati’ (with the Objective), 
(2) ‘tena krtam (with the Instrumental), (3) ‘¢asmai hitam ’ (with the 
Dative), (4) ‘tata agatak’ (with the Ablative), (5) tasyapatyam (with the 
Possessive-Genitive), and (6) ‘tatra bhavak’ (with the Locative);—in the 
case of the Deity, however, we find that the appearance of the Nominal affix 
expressive of the Deity, is laid down by such words as ‘ sa’sya devata,’ and 
not as ‘ tasyai idam’ (with the Dative) or tamanénq’ (with the Objective). 
And hence we conclude that the Deity is not denotable by any other means 
save by the actual mention of the word ‘ Deity’ itself, or by the Nominal 
affixes specially laid down as expressing the Deity. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the sentence ‘ Vishnurupancw 
yashtavyah’ does not serve the purpose of pointing out a Deity, And 
io la in taking this sentence as an independent Injuuction, we 
would have to get at the requisite Bhavana only by undertaking all the 


trouble of assuming a Deity. And certainly ; ; . 
1r Y 

assumptions, it is more reasonable by far 3 ‘ta ee ith all these 

Arthavada (of the sacrifice laid down in ‘ antarg yayofs Ce asa mere 

’ On the other hand, in the case of the salen e t’). 

it might be argued that it is an injunction of the ant 

the “interrim”,—and as such it cannot be taken as lavi 

sacrifice itself, —yet, as there is no other way of takin ie down the 

sentence to be an Injunction of the sacrifice as qualified 5 i koy take the 

time; specially as we find that thie sentence San y the particular 


even as an Arthavāda like the other sentences (‘vishnuh ete.).’ 


EXCEPTION TO ADHI (3). 673 


Objection: “But we have shown above that the sentence ‘ antara, etc. 
“has its use in speaking of the three sacrifices (to Vishnu, etc.) as one 
„composite whole”. 

Reply : How the sentence cannot serve this purpose we shall show 
later on, when explaining the sūtra ‘anyArthadarganat’ [1I—iii— 29]. And 
further, in this sentence we find that inasmuch as the ‘interrim? is a point 
of time, it cannot form the predicate of a sentence; and as such (the 
‘interrim ° not being an object of Injunction), we admit the Action to be the 
object of the Injunction contained in the sentence; and then too, as we find 
that the sacrifice in question, that could be connected with the time, is not 
laid down (in any other sentence), we have also to admit the sentence 
(‘ antarā, ete.’) to be the original Injunction of the sacrifice also. That is to 
say, in the sentence in question, we find that a distinct self-sufficient 
Bhavana, with all its accessories, is laid down with reference to a point 
of time (the“ interrim ”) which, by itself, could be the predicate of the 
sentence; and we do not find any such Bhavana denoted by the sentences 
‘ vishnuryashtavyah, etc.’ ; and hence there is nothing incongruous in accept- 
ing the former sentence as the original Injunction (of that Bhavana). 

Even if the sentences vishnuh, etc.’ could be taken as injunctions of 
sacrifices, the particular sacrifice laid down by the sentence ‘antarā, etc,’ 
must be an entirely distinct one; and this sentence could not be taken as 
merely referring to these sacrifices. Itis with a view to this that the Bhashya 
has declared—karmantarasya vacakah syat. As there is nothing incompatible 
in the Deity being an object of Injunction, the sentences ‘vishnuf, etc.’ coald 
be taken as laying down deities for the sacrifice (enjoined by the former 
sentence) ; and thus too we find that it is these sentences (‘vishnuh, etc.“) 
that serve the purpose of referring to a previously enjoined sacrifice (for the 
purpose of laying down its Deities), and not the former sentence itself. 

Even if these sentences are taken as Injunctions of Sacrifices, though 
there is an original sacrifice (in the shape of that enjoined by the sentence 
‘antara, ete,’), yet there are no such original sacrifices as have Vishnu, etc., 
for their Deities ;—this is what the word ‘ aprakrtatvat’ in the sūtra means. 

Or the Bhashya—' karma@ntarasya vacakah at may be explained in 

the following manner: the sentence ‘antara, ete.’ would denote only that 
sacrifice which is enjoined as distinct from the Agnsya and the rest. 
Consequently on account of the time “ interrim „ not being capable of 
forming the predicate, it must be admitted that the sentence 18 15 
absolute Injunction of a sacrifice ; and as such the other sentences mast 0 
mere Arthavadas, And as for the Injunctive affix (in antara yajāti), it 
would be functioning more closely when laying down the denotation of the 
Toot with reference to something else (ir the shape of the particular point 
of time), 
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Says the Bhashya—sa tu vidhiyaté upinguyagasambandhah; and the 
sense of this is that the word upanguydjam lays down an accessory detail of 
the sacrifice (viz., that the sacrifice is to be performed with mantras quietly 
recited). 

Against this view it has been argued that “the word ‘ upangu-yajam’ 
“cannot be taken in that sense, as in that case the form of the word would 
become ‘ upanguyagam.’ ” 

And in reply to this we urge that this objection applies equally to the 
Opponent also; because in the case of all words, what is desired first of all 
is the cognition of the relationship between the word and the meaning it 
denotes; and it is only after this cognition that we come to ascertain that 
meaning to have the character of an Injunction or that of a mere Reference. 
That is to say, when the fact of a certain meaning being denoted by a 
certain word has been duly ascertained, it is only then that the object thus 
denoted comes to be taken either as Injunction or as the enjoined, as the 
referred to or as the reference; in all these cases, however, the relationship 
of the word to its meaning continues to be the common factor, and as this 
relationship always remains constant, whatever its character might be 
(and it is ouly on this latter point that we differ), the excellences or 
defects in that relationship would be equally applicable to both of us; and 
hence any such defect should not have been urged against any one of us 
only. 

On this point, it might be argued that“ as a matter of fact we find 
“that a descriptive reference is made even by such words as are not 
0 directly expressive of the object described but no injunction is ever 
5 un be brought about by means of nou- expressive words; and as such 

e is not equally applicable to both of us.” 

12 a "A reply that in our case also, the sacrifice being enjoined by 

4 1 ee word ‘ yaya j could be taken as referring to it ; and 

1 ioned along with ‘ yaja’, being taken as connected with 
njunction, there would be no incongruousness at all. 

Nor could the word — cea 8 ‘ 
according to the sūtra 1; pançuyāja’ be taken as the name of a sacrifice 
by any other t on ee Tae because ‘ wpaingu-tva’ has not been enjoined 
sentences“ 9 t = anco, At cannot be taken as enjoined by the 

nuh, etc.’; because these have been shown Eö: he: mere 


sentence is wholly taken up by the layi $u paurnamāsyām + Because thiis 

Paurnamast) 

8 Theref A * i 

be enjoined by the word upānçu’ occurring ; FRROK; we must admit it to 

itself (‘antara, ete,’) ; this will be pointed . tial Injunction 
As for the removal of the flaw of ‘ ja tra also. 


; i mi, this is known to b ibl 
in various ways— inst: : wn to be possible 
iia (1) by means of a material, (2) by 
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accentuation, or (3) by means of a Deity. And hence in the case iu question 
when it is m that a ‘jamz’ has occurred, we find that for making it i 
rome rt ots eu e e ee ed 
T s enjoined ; and then no definite Deity 
being recognised, as the one to whom the requisite sacrifice has to b 
offered, the Veda, meaning to show the fact of the Deities 658 15 ing a e 
being various, mentions Vishnuk and some other well-known ete $ 
hence though in the sentences in question Vishnu etc. are 1985 15 3 = 
Deities to whom the sacrifice has to be offered, yet the mention of lese. 
though only by way of eulogising (the sacrifice through these Vell E 
Deities), may, somehow or other, be taken as laying down the accessory 
(Deities) of the sacrifice. 
The Bhashya represents another party declaring that“ these sacrifices 
(to Vishau Sc.) are enjoined in the texts of other rescensions of the Veda.’ 
But no euch texts are cited; and if any weight could be attached to 
such vague assertions, then there would be nothing that would want 
a corroborative proof ; and further, we find that in Adhyaya X, sūtra 
49, the question of the Deity has been raised, and answered in sūtra 52, by 
showing that the Deity is one that is indicated by the words of the igh 
and all these discussions would be futile if we had an 
declared by the opponent. And as a matter of ried 
lf had doubts on the point of there being such a 
own half-hearted declaration—“ even If they be 


employed ; 
such texts as 


that the opponent himse 
text is clearly shown by his 


not laid down by such a text, etc.” 
Then the opponent has declared (in the Bhashya) that—“ the property 


of upangu’ having been laid down, some action is performed in honour of 
during the sacrifice.” But this too is scarcely correct ; because 
that would upset the syntactical order of the word; as we have no such 
sentence as that ‘ that which is upa@ngu belongs to Prajapati ’,—the sentence 
that we have is in the form that which belongs to Prajapati is updngu.’ 
Therefore the mere property of ‘upānçu’ cannot point to the fact of ba 
longing to Prajapate. 
Then again, the Bhashya itself declares that we actually cite the tent 
enjoining Agni and Soma as the Deities. And against this assertion, the 
following objections have been raised: Tho sentence cited in the Bhashya 
cannot serve the purpose of laying down the Deity, because it is neither 
«the Dative ending, nor the Deific-nominal affix, nor the words of a mantra 
“ (which three are the only meaus of mentioning the Deity). (2) Be- 
„ cause Agni and Soma made a certain declaration, what would that 
„matter to the gacrificer, who would remain in the dark as to that declara- 
“ tion pointing to him the Deity to be sacrificed to? (3) The sentence 
“ being a distinct injunction of the time (Pūrņamāsī), it aie serve the 


Prajapati, 
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“further injunctive purpose of laying down the Deity; and if it be taken 
“as the Injunction of the Deity, it would have to renounce its injunctive- 
ness with regard to the time; and then the sacrifice could not be referred 
“to by the word ‘Paurnamédsi’; and not being expressible by the 
“word ‘Paurnamasi’ (and thereby having no connection with the 
sentence durgapiirnamadsabhydm, ete.) it would cease to be a primary, 
“and become a subsidiary sacrifice. The author of the sitra also, in 
“ Adhyaya X, has brought forward the sentence cited as an Injunction of 
“time, with the sole aim of showing that the Amāvāsyā’ is not an 
“ Upānçuyäja.” : 
In answer to these objections we have the following arguments: It 
has been found that the Deity is indicated by the words of the mantra. 
In the order of the upinguyaju, we find mentioned the mantras dedicated to 
Vishnu, Prajapati and Agnishoma, as also the pairs of Yajyas and Puronu- 
vakyds ; and as all of them serve the purpose (of pointing out the Deity 
for the Upanguydja), they come to be taken as optional alternatives ; and 
consequently, the choice of a Deity also becomes optional. And it is that 
section of the Veda where these mantras appear which has been spoken of 
as the ‘mantra ’-section of another Rescension of the Vedic text. In 
fact, even in the Adhvaryava’ section we find the mention of the Yajyas 
and the Anuvakyas, in the shape of the Hadtra; and the mention of 
‘another Rescension ’ may be with reference to this fact (of the Hañtra 
appearing in the Adhvaryava). And the mention of the qualification 
‘upiingu’ toc is for the purpose of showing this fact of the mantra belong- 
ing to another Rescension (vis: that of the Yajush ; as it is the Yajush that 
wrecited quietly), Otherwise if another Deity (that of the Rk for instance) 
were to be brought into the Upānçuyāja, then it would have to renounce 
78 p 35 loudness (belonging to the Rk) and to take up 
Sia ions 5 of quietness (belonging to the Yajush) ; and thig 
Sf War aaae ete oe It would be very incongruous again 
Vishnu and P e uses, 85 per of Agnishoma. In the case of 
close to them, and hence thére ia es 9155 Pe Properties are: ignite 
neongruity in this case (that is to 


say there is no incongruity if we assume a 

: nother itv i 8 

ete. ; and hence thongh the objection applies a ij place of Vishnu, 
not apply to our case), © Parvapaksha, it does 


The declaration of the Bha -— tatha’ oni 
that no injunction of the Da uae a 
according to circumstances; and hence 
Purnaniũsi as the time, a reference to Agni Wing down 
tion of the Deity (without which the said 
consistent). 
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Sutra (11): Because of the mention of the Property. 


That action (is enjoined É E x 
with which we find ri ss ot antag, etc. ) in connection 
Hermes a ac ER B i çu mentioned in the sentence 

pangu Sibi Si syam Yan: which seryes the purpose of layi 
the time (Paurnamasz) for the sacrifice. But eee 29.0 laying down 
original injunction of the said property; because the ee e 
body ing an injunction of a sacrifice, the said Wine tana Ne 
would involve the injunction of many things (which is high] j 5 
able). And for this reason we must take the sentence cae s 1 1 
māsyāīm, ete.’ as only describing that which has been 210 55 5 


sentence antara ete.’ 
Sūtra (12): Because of the mention the Praye.’ 


We find the sentence ‘hrdayamupainguyajah’, which eulogises the 
Upangu sacrifice as ¶ it were (praya) the principal limb (heart) of the 
Sacrificial Person; and thus clearly shows that it is a Primary (and not 


Secondary) sacrifice. 
Question :* But how does the pérvapaksha make the Upangu a sub- 


“ sidiary sacrifice ? 1 

Answer: The Upangu being (according tothe purvapaksha) taken as 
o the three sacrifices to Vishnu, etc., as one composite 
homiya sacrifice alone that would come to be enjoined 


as to be performed on the Paurnamas? ; that is to say, in that case, the men- 
tion of ‘ Parnamasa’ would point out, as leading to the particular result, 
only that one ‘sacrifice—connected with the particular time—and having 
Agnishoma for its Deity—which is mentioned by the sentence ‘ lavavriita- 
maynishomat, etc.’ And inasmuch as the sacrifices to Vishnu aud Prajipati 
are subsidiary to that sacrifice, the whole sentence declaring the primary 
character of the Upang sacrifice (vis. : ‘hrdaywmupanguyajah’) becomes 
incompatible and incongruous. 

Objection : “ In your case also, there being the anomaly of various 
“optional alternative Deities, the character of the Primary wonld belong 
“to the sacrifice only when Aynishoma would be the Deity saerificed to; 
“and hence, even according to yon, the mention of the everlasting 
“ Primary character of the Upangu is not altogether compatible.” 

Reply : This does not touch Gr position; because we do vol find Hio 
sentence tavavrũtãm, eto. enjoming any connection between e lime 
(Paurnamas?) and the deity (Agnishoma) ; ant! iyi fon gig sibs vaol, 
which is aniio Fe indicated by the time aud deily,— ìt is found to oxid 
m other places also (for instance, in the sacrifices to Vishnu, ote.). N 

That is to say, if the sentence were to lay down the connection ol 


referring only t 
whole, it is the Agnis 
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Paurnamasi with the deity Agnishoma alone, then such connection would 
resent in the casc of Vishnu or Prajapati being the deity. What, 


ally does is to mention the connection of the 
And in every case 


not be p 
howerer, the sentence actu 
Hime with the Action qualified by the deity Agnishoma. 


we find that when the qualification is absent, the qualified object becomes 
cognised by itself, as we shall show under the sifra--‘anapayagca kalasya 


lakshanam hi purodagan.’ 

Nor is it possible for the same Acticn to be the primary at one time, 
and subsidiary at another. Such double character would he possible only 
if there were many Upānçu-sacrilices; but this multiplicity of the Upangs 
is not possible; in view of the singleness of the Upangn sacrifice, we must 
admit, as an Injunction, only the seutence ‘ updnguydjamantara vajati 
(and not the scutences“ vishnurupingn yashtavyah, ete.’ ). 


pad WR 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
[Treating of the independent character of the Aghara, ete. ] 


Sūtra (13): “The words ‘ Agharam' and + Agniho- 
tram’ (are mere references) because they are without 
accessory details.” 


[This adhikarana is based upon twosets of passages. (1) We have the 
sentences airdhvamagharayati, ‘ santatamagharayati, and * rjunaghara- 
yati, followed by ‘ aghiramagharayat?’ ; and (2) we have the sentences 
‘ dadhna qulioti, and ‘ payasa juhoti, etc.’, followed by ‘ agnihotram juhoti’, 
And the question is as to whether the two sentences ‘ayha@ramayharayatt ’ 
and ‘ agnihotram juhoti’ lay down actions totally distinct from those men- 
tioned in the preceding sentences, or they on ly refer to those same actions + 
And the position taken up by the Pirvapaksha is that the sentence ‘aghiram. 
agharayati’ only refers collectively to the set of actions mentioned by the 
sentences ‘ūrdhvam, etc. ; and so also with the sentence ‘agnihotram 
juhoti’. Nor can this Adhikarana be said to have poon included in the 
foregoing one; because] The ‘aghdra’ and the ‘ homa that present them- 
selves 15 eke mind, on the utterance of the sentence y urdhvamagharayati’ 
and ‘ payasd ju lioli are exactly as they are pointed out by these sentences ; 
nor in this case is there a suppression of the Bhavanas of the ‘ yaga’ and 
the ‘homa’ by the superven ing character of the material; as we have in 
the case of the sentence ‘vishnurupiingu yashtavyah.’ And further, in the 
case in question the various sentences cannot be taken together as forming 
a single sentence (as in the previous Adhikarana) ; nor does anys of the 
two parties admit of the fact of the sentences being mere eulogistic ones ; 
and hence the Injunction would be an absolute one, of the Action, just as 

in tl ious case) you hold it to be that of the Accessory. 
pama * we do not, as in the case of the sentences ‘ upangu, 
That is to say, ll the sentences in question forming a single 
ete’, admit the fact of a t glorification ; 
erve the purposes of glorification; and hence 
sentence; nor do they 0 sentences come to be accepted as Injunctions ; 
a ming to both pan om * is as to whether the Injunction is one of 
he 7 5 oul y questio that of the Action as accompanied, by that 
ssory only, or 


Accessory ? “And on this we have the following— 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Injunction is one of the Action. ae * N 
“being mentioned by the Affix, can never belong to the Noun. It may be 
t : : would follow from the Bhavana; 
“urged that the Injunction of the Noan alll ae ea 
“but in that case, it would be the Bhavana that wo : J * A 

“ That is to say, the Injunctive character does no — wi : ; 
“ words ‘ dadhi’ and the rest; aud being expressed by the Affix, tha 
“character could not be related to the Card, etc., excopt by means of 
“the Bhavana and the Root-meaning. . For we have no . 1 es 
ee dadhni-yat’ (the ‘yat’ being the injunctive affix only, — rom h 0 
“Verbal Root); the sentence that we have is ‘ E , vime d 10 
“relationship of the dadhi with the affiz is throug t i root ai : — 
then, the performability of the dadhi, etc., being duo solely to the 1 
“and the Root-meaning,—how is it that these letters are denied to be the 
“ objects of Injanction ? For, certainly, without the injanction of these, we 
“can never point ont any injunction of the Accessory. Because no sooner 
“do we proceed to show such an Injunction than the Injunction of the 
“ Bhavana and the Root-meaning presents itself forcibly. Consequently we 
“must admit that what is enjoined is either the Homa or the Bh,“ as 
“ qualified by the dadhi, ete. 

i 7 — . recognised as having 
distinct accessory details of its own, the very fact of their following one 
“after the other, points to the fact of their forming a single colleotive 
“ whole; and it follows that it is this collective whole that ig referred to 
“ by the sentence ‘ agnihotram quhoti. And the use of this reference lies 
“in the unification of the Injunctions of the Means and the Result of these 
“sacrifices. And thus dadhi and the other materiale, each belonging to a 


“ distinct Action by itself, we are saved the undue necessity of taking them 
“ as optional alternatives, 


“ In the same manner, in the case of the sentences ‘ ardhvamaghara: 


“ yati, ote: ete.’,—though we do not find the material or the Deity of these 
5 pane, yet, n accordance with the rule laid down in connection with 
SARS tk ardian, HUG? er bo daken ‘as specifying 
s differentias; and through these those Actions being taken as having 
= esi ae tee mentioned, it is only the action mentioned by the 
—— i 1 tail, beat that remains without a mention 15 ite 
etails; A : 
h ea then 8; and as such, being wholly incapable of attracting men 


„it has to be taken as a m 
; : er 5 
“viously mentioned sacrifices. And j e reference to the pre 


“ 
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“adhvara, etc.“; and the connection of the single Deity mentioned in the 
“sentences ‘ tasyagharamagharya, ete.’ 


Sira (14): “ Also because of the application of the 
s names (‘aéghara’ and ‘agnihotra?’),? 


„And further, names are employed only with a view to pointing out 
“a certain definite peculiarity ; and in the case in question we do not 
„ perceive what these peculiarities are (that are pointed out by the names 
“t aghara’ and ‘ agnihotra’ unless we take them as referring to the fore- 
„going sacrifices). If the name ‘ agniholra’ were taken only as pointing to 
“ Homa in general, then, inasmuch this is already known, it would not be 
“any new Action (mentioned by the word). And as already known, there 
“is nothing in it that has to be known; and as such no injunction of that 
“ would be possible. 

“Then again, Actions, not having the character of Nouns, could never 
„be connected with the Accusative ending (i.c., if the word ‘agnihotra’ 
“lays down an Action, it could not take the Accusative ending). As for 
“the collective whole (formed by the various actions), this can very 
“well serve as the objective, because such a whole is actually brought 
“about by the constituent actions. 

“That is to say, the presence of the Accusative in the words 
“t agharam’ and ‘agnihotram ’ would be possible only for a Noun that 
“would be wanted by the Verb; and certainly the actions of ‘koma’ and 
“ t @ghara’ could never want to get at themselves; because such self-activity 
“ would be incompatible. As for the collective whole (of Actions), how- 
„ever, inasmuch as it ig mentioned apart from the constituent actions, by 
« means of another word, it can very well be spoken of as something to be 
“accomplished ; just as in the case of the sentence 5 odunpākam pacati’ the 
“ particular kind of cooking 18 wanted by the generic cooking mentioned by 
“the Verb; and as such it is spoken of in the Accusative. 

“ Objection: “ The whole having no existence apart from the parts, it 
“ean never have the character of something to be accomplished; aud as 
“such, even in this case, the Accusative ending is not proper vi 

“ Reply: Not so; because the whole is something that is actually 
“brought about by a conglomeration of the constituent Actions. It is only 
4 from the constituent parts taken together that the whole cannot be held to 
“be different; from each of them individually, however, there is no doubt 
“ i le is totally distinct ; and it being impossible for the whole 
“ nee es TE e the individual constituents, there is nothing 

to be accomplished without the 1 


g i s ‘acter of the former. 
10 incongruous in the Accusative characte 


‘ aqnihotra’) have been on a former 
“ Objection : “ All such words (as ‘ agnihotra `) he i 
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“occasion shown to be expressive of the constituent actions ; — — 
„the undue self-activity of these constituents remains as incong 
4 ” 

as ee : This does not affect our position ; because A 25 
“noun may directly denote the parts, it could be taken as 125 — 
“dicating the whole; and as such, like its singleness, k = 1 
“character also of the whole could very well be perceive : thn 
possible, as in the case of the cooking, for the same action 2 1 . 
“ by the Verb and also by the Accusative, through its two- 0 n = 
“of the general and the particular ; because in the case in ques i 
“not have the general and the particular actually sere a "A * 

The above arguments could be applied, on hela 0 nis ig 

“to the case of the sentence ‘ paurnamiasim, ete: 5 mma p, en 5 
“follows that like the word * paurnamasi * agnihotram also sho 
“taken as a mere reference to the foregoing sacrifices. 


Sutra (15): “ Because of its not being Prakrta (related 
to the Context).” 


“ Objection: ‘ Under sūtra II—ii—5, the view was stated — 
“Action would obtain its accessories from the other sentences, 85 
“are Injunctions of accessories only; and in the same 1 in i 
“case in question, the sentence aks ee ad e — = 
“ originative injunction of an Action, which wi oe 8 en — 
mentioned by the sentences“ F da y 11 2 nant ts 

“ Reply: This cannot be; because in the case cited the oubt as to 
“the particular words pemg Pca: i a rested upon the words 
“* paurnamasya’ and ‘amavasya’ occurring in the sentene 


“in the case in question, on the other band, 
see 


8 as 


es themselves ; 


we do not find the word 
agnihotra’ in the sentences ‘tandulair juhotd, ete.’ the word ut 
“that we do find in these is common to all Homas; and as such cannot be 
“ taken as pointing to the injunction of the Agnihotra alone. 

“ Objection: ‘The particular Homa would be indicated by the Pra- 
“karana, (Context, or mutual want),’ 

“ Reply: Not so ; because of there being no prakaruna. 
“in the originatiye N 


Sentence (‘ agnihotram Juhoti 
e, , * . . 

prakarana’ of Actions ; because it is only after 
“ connected with ® particular 


That is to say, 
J we do not fing any 


the action has been 


“ that Action; and ag Buch 


“assumed sentence that would sum up all the three f 
‘in connection with the Action in question. 


The following may be urged ug: 


y proceed from the 
actors of the Bhavana 


inst us: „he Agnihotra would be 
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“connected with its Deity and Material, when it would appear in the 
“assumed sentence you speak of (and thus it would be an Action by 
itself). 

In reply to this it is urged that an Action that has its accessory 
“details unknown, could never be enjoined with reference to a definite 
“result; and hence it is only such actions as have their details fully 
“known that can be mentioned in the aforesaid assumed sentence, (and 
“ these Actions are the various actions mentioned by the different quhoti 8). 

“Objection: We have such sentences as tasyagharamagharya, etc., 
“ida ūrdhvo, etc., aghdram, etc.,—which are found to point out the 
“material and the mantric Deity ; and as such the mere mention of the 
„name (Agha@ra) would point out its accessory details,’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because the word ‘ āghāra, apart from the denota- 
“ tion of its verbal Root, cannot serve the purposes of a specification. A 
“ name expresses a peculiarity ouly in that case where the name has 
been applied with a distinct reference toa certain peculiarity. In the 
“ case in question, however, we have in close proximity such sentences as 
“< grdhvamagharayati’, where the literal denotation of the verb is found to 
be quite perceptible ; and as such even in the sentence“ agharumaghara- 
“yati, the word ‘agharam’ cannot be taken in any other sense, save the 
“ literal one of pouring; and as such it cannot be taken as pointing to 
“any particular pouring. 

“ Objection: ‘The particular pouring would be got at from the Pra- 
“ karana.’ 

In reply to this, we have the present sūtra, which means that the 
‘t ūghāra is not the ‘ prakrta’; because it occurs in a context dealing with 
“the Darga-paurnamasa: and certainly the Prakarana of one Action can 
“ have no application in the case of another, 

“ Objection: ‘The particular action could be pointed out by means of 
„proximity.“ 

“ In reply to this also we have this same sitra,—the sense being that 
“ what you say is not possible, because it is only the superior authority of 
“ Syntactical Connection that can establish a relationship with something 
“ not occurring in the same context. And thus there is an agreement be- 
“tween Syntactical Connection and Context, when the originative sentences 
„themselves are admitted to have within themselves the mention of the 
„material and the Deity. It is only when even a slight detail of the 
“ Action is mentioned, that the character of the Action being thereby daly 
“ascertained, other details come to be connected with it, in some way or 

“another. And in the cases in question, we find that in regard i each 
“of the actions, we have such details as ‘ ardhva, ete , and ‘tandula nete. 
“whereas we have not the slightest details mentioned in the two 


H. JI—PADA II—ADHI (5). 
JIRTIKA; AD 
684, TANTRA-VART 


è è as tl 
i zohārayati and ‘ agnihotram juhoti. Somna 
1 ee 1 be taken as merely referring to t 
lese two sentences C 
“former Actions.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


— ; f independent 
i we injunctions (o À 
; aire ae . U gas distinctly express ee 
Actions); because th id the repetition of the same won 
ia a 1 5 e of tuying down the accessory details. 
8 for the purp k 


ks of the sentences being the Injunctions of on 
3 The Bhashya apee ant is that they are Injunctions of Actions; 
actions ; 6 8 aca 5 pa Bhashya should be taken as shown above (on 
hence this assertion o 74), 
p. 486 of the tert, — ae 4 words agharayati’? (in a aghara- 
rig 8 prr > (in ‘agnihotram juhoti’), not having therr 
a al kaia . up by any other word, cannot but , 
n j — . * 
eee thie injunction of definite actions. Nor can it — pagan alee 
actions of ‘ Aghara’ and ‘Homa’ are already enjoined y we — a 
‘ , d ‘dadhna, etc.; because the Injunctive po ent y a 
ee it ole; * by the laying down of the accessories in the 
pred iat a wee nahi », which are not laid down by any other 
ae “noiis — — cannot very well discard the idea of these 
— ae vi 5 (by the words ‘agharayati’ and ‘juhoti’) to the 
1 Homa (enjoined by the two former sentences). 
sie is the law of ‘ Qualified Injunction’ (sūtra I—iv—9) applicable to 
these sentences, because of the saving clause ‘if they are not enjoined by 
another sentence.’ It is this that is meant to be shown by the Bhashya :— 
In the case of the sentences‘ urdhvam, etc. the injunction of the action of the 
Aghara and Homa could not be indirectly indicated by the expressed relationship 
of the dadhi and ‘ irdhya’ ; because so long as we have direct injunctions of 
these actions (in the sentences 


i āghāram, etc? and agnihotram, etc’), they 
cannot be taken as indirectly indicated, etc. And the sense of this is that 80 
long as we haye direct Injunctions, 


indicated by any relationships ; or that so lon 
member of relationship, the oth 
&ccessories, and as such we ca 
it is not possible for the actio ( ma to be indicated bY 
the injunctions of relationships, i 

(* dgharam, on the mere strength 
cannot be taken ag mere 
references to previously enjoined actions, 
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It may be argued that —“ no Injunction could ever give up the 
Bhavana and the Root-meaning, and betake itself to the Dadhi (as held 
by you)”. This is quite true; but we do not dissociate the Injunction 
from the Bhavana altogether ; what we mean is that the accessory—dadhi— 
is touched by the Injunction as pertaining to the Bhavana ; specially as the 
case-ending (in ‘ dadhn@’) serves to throw that accessory into the Bhavana. 

Thus then, the upshot of all this is that, whenever we come across 
an Injunction of a qualified Action, what we have to consider, in the first 
instance, is what factor of the object of Injunction is such as has been laid 
down elsewhere, and what is not so; and when this has been duly dis- 
criminated, the Injunction comes to be taken as pertaining wholly to 
that factor which has not been laid down elsewhere; in the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhna juhoti’, as the object of injunction is the action of 
Homa as qualified by Dadhi, when we find that the Homa has already been 
laid down by the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti’, we conclude the Injunction 
in question to pertain to the Dadhi only, and the Bhavana and the Root- 
meaning (denoted in ‘dadhna@ juhoti’) are said to be mere references to 
those enjoined elsewhere; and it is never said that from the very begin- 
ning the sentence ‘dadhna@ juhoti’ enjoins only the accessory with 
reference to the previously enjoined Bhavana and Root-meaning. 

Thus then, it is this subsequent restriction of the Injunction with a 
view to explain which, to people of dull intellects, our Author has laid down 
a sort of a rule which is not very accurate; and some people have been led 
to regard this to be the actual view of the author himself: and as such with 
a view to lead people astray, just as they themselves have been led astray, 
these people laid down the following eight methods of the Direct Injunction 
(of Actions), where the one that follows is held to be weaker in its authority 
than the preceding one: (1) the injunction of the Root-meaning ; (2) 
the injunction of the qualified Root-meaning ; (3) the injunction of the 
Root-meaning with reference to something else; (4) the injunction of the 
qualified Root-meaning with reference to something else; (5) the injune- 
tion of something else with reference to the Root-meaning ; (6) the injuno- 
tion of the Relationship of the Root-meaning with the other two; (7) the in- 
janction of the Relationship of the Affix as qualified by the Root-meaning 
with the other two; and (8) the injunction of the Relationship of the 
other two, apart from the Root-meaning, 

Now then, as an instance of seg N po ae 

. 5 10 ; 8 correct ; because it is never the case that the 
fe” “Hus DS ina ea betakes itself to the Root-meaning . 
with anything other than the 
ein is centred the activity of the 


the Action only; as for 


Injunction renounces the Bhaw 
nor does a man ever engage himself 
Bhavana ; because it is the Bhāvanā wherein 18 
agent; while the Root-meaning often rests in 
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which is tho meaning of the Root in ‘juhot:’) resta 
in the partition of the cake (offered); and certainly the action of one can 
never be performed by another ; consequently it must be admitted that the 
meaning of the Root ‘hi’ as qualified by the dadhi, ete., is enjoined only 
as specifying the particular Bhavana (and not independently by itself). 
And it has been already explained under si#tra II--i—1 that the Root- 
meaning is never enjoined as something to be accomplished (but only as an 
Instrument); and when it is not an Instrument (but something to be 
accomplished), it does not stand in need of another object to be accom- , 
plished ; and as such it could not be enjoined, by any other sentence, with 
reference to any definite Result. 5 

As an instance of (2), they quote ‘soména yajéta’; but here also, in 
accordance with the method laid down under I—i-—25, the Root-meaning - 
and the various objects spoken of in the seutence, bearing no definite : 
relationship among themselves, just like the ‘redness,’ ‘one year old’, etc. 
in the sentence ‘ arupaya, elc., come to help one another only after they 
have been connected with the Bhavand; as we shall. show further on, in ; 
the beginning of Adhyäyas VII and IX; and as such there can be no 
Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning. And if the yagq’: (the Root- i 
meaning), having the character of the Instrument towards the Bhāvanā, ; 
were to be an objective to the material offered, then we would have the 
anomaly pointed out under sutra I—iv—8; and hence there can be no 
Injunction of the qualifed Root-meaning. 

As an example of (3) they quote vrihin prokshati’ ; but in this case 
we are cognisant of no such relationship, as ‘ prokshanéna vrihin’; (be- 
cause both are karakas and as such cannot be related) and hence both of 
these being related to the sense of ‘karoti’? (the sense of the sentences 
being tprokskogena vrihin kuryat), it is not the meaning of the Root l 
(* proksha ) that is enjoined with reference to the vriht. If its Injunction . 
be spoken of as referring to the Bhavana, then such injunction of the 
Bhavana being present in all cases (there would be no difference in the 
various methods of Injunction): Consequently the present method of 
Injunction could not be any weaker, on the ground of its havi 
qualified object; aud as such there is ae reason why it 1 0 bees 8 
third place. i ta y it should be given the 

As an instance of (4) they cite ‘ dacapavit r 
but the arguments urged against the pee „ sammārshti 7 
hence it i8 not right to accept the Injuncti f PP y to this also i P 

; : junction of the qualified Root-meaning 
with reference t0 something else. * 

As an e DeLa) they quote ‘dadhnit juhoti’; but in this case 
also E i 5 175 5 not signify that the person does the dadhi in the Homa 
dull humé karofi '); because the Homa is neither expressed by the word, 


instance, the offering ( 
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as a place; nor is it so, in the actual state of things ; nor is the dadhi some- 
thing to be done, because it has always the character of the Instrument, 
This method of Injunction is more authoritative than the two methods of 
qualified Injunction ; because so long as the Injunction of one only is 
possible (as in the present instance), it is not right for it to appertain A 
many; and as for the anomaly of the Injunction pertaining to somethin 
removed from it, this is common to both parties; and as such cannot 58 
brought forward against any one party only ; and the remote object is aai 
mitted only because of the impossibility of a more proximate object ; and 
where both (the Remote and the Proximate) are accepted, the anomaly of 
the simultaneous acceptance of two contradictory objects, as also of the 
siniultaneous possibility and impossibility of the same, would be admitted, 
only because there is no way out of it; and in cases other than these, it 
would not be any more complicated than the Injunction of the qualified 
Root-menning ; and as such this should have been placed in the fifth place, 
In fact it should have been mentioned either immediately after the Injune- 
tion of the pure Root-meaning, or after that of the Root-meaning with 
regard to something else. 
As an instance of (6), they auote ‘prūkāçau adhvaryave dadati, 
it is held, the relationship of the Prakaga ig he en ee 
with reference to the meaning of the verb.‘ dadāti?. 55 this 18 Scarcely 
correct; because such an interpretation 11 1 a due ah 
derstanding of the syntax of the sentence ; as in 1 5 at which is 
introduced by the word ‘yat’ is the subject, pe i A t * mentioned by 
the word ‘ tut’ is the Predicate. Consequently, in pean ence in question, 
if it were meant to enjoin the relationship of the Prikaga and the Adhvay. ú 
in that which is given (‘yat dadati’), then inasmuch as this lat 
would refer to all ‘ givings’, the sentence would conie bes mean that all 
sacrificial gifts are to be transformed into the Prakaga; and ag for the 
capability of enjoining more than one thing (ie., the Adhvaryu and the 
Prakaga), it has not been denied in the case of the action being an en. 
joined one, Whenever a relation js enjoined, it always implies the 
ch a related ; in the case of the injunction of the Root-meaning, how. 
ever, there is no relative member to be laid down; for otherwise the 
Relative would be subordinate to the Relationship, and not to the Action, 
“eit may be argued that—* the affix accompanied by the Ront. 
Here it may : 1 m the Relationship, would lay it down With refer 
meaning, while laying dow 5 is] eant, then the next two (7 a v- 
ence to the Root-meaning.” If this be m A d it would 8) 
; ; ad in this; au d be usel 
methods of Injunction would be aan the sentence.“ väyavyam ç a 
to 5pea 112 separately. Either m t es oe „ rve: 
Se f 1 A instance of 7) or in dude un be warde g ’ 
(cited as ay instance of 8), the Affix accompanied * Root-meaning 


wh ere, 
njOineq 


U 
ter 
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‘ alabha,’ 
does not lay down the Relationship; as a matter of fact, the e ata 
being uttered only as a mark of the Primary Sacrifice in lg 
not in any way help, by its colouring, in the Injunction of the Auta dile 
between the material (gveta) and the Deity (Vayu) ; nor gn mies tea 
tionship be accomplished by means of the root ‘lubha’; JNO PA 
Deity and the Material appertain to the sacrifice (and not to the e RU 
touching killing). If, in the accomplishment of the relationship a Bion, 
didanything besides the bringing about of the utterance of the 185 N 
in the case of the injunction of the Relationship between the Dad aiya 
sense-oryans, why should the Homa have been left out? 5 Testor 
should the Homa be taken only as pointed out by the context r moi htag 
we conclude that there can be no injunction of the relationship of — shonld 
else, with reference to the Root-meaning. And as shown above, ne käraka 
deny the fact of the Root-meaning being a place, and also that of peri: 
(or thing) being something to be done. And it has already been gz 5 en 
that prior to the connection of the Bhavana, there is no injunction 
the Relationship, with reference to the Root-meaning. a Gis 

Thus then, we cannot take the sentence as laying pone a 
Relationship with reference to all givings. If the giving be ta ian 
, sais — ied by the giving, 
qualified by the Adhvaryu, or the Adhvaryu be taken as qualified by e 
even then, as these would be a qualified reference, there would be a 5 a 
tical split. If the reference be to the Adhvaryu alone, mhob, thoug m 
giving would certainly be implied by the Dative ending (in a is 
yet, inasmuch as the peculiar relationship between the object cent * 
person receiving the gift would not be possible withont the verb alr, i 
would have to assume the latter; just as the verb ‘ yajati" has to be 1 elas 
from the relationship of a certain material with a Deity ; aud . r 
cau be no form of the sentence, wherein there could be a relationship o 
the other two, with reference to the Root-meaning. As a matter of fact 
in the case in question, the giving and the Adhvaryu being such as have been 
laid down elsewhere, what the sentence in question does is to lay down only 
the two Prakagas; and in this cage the injunction of the Relationship is 
implied; and hence it is not right to bring this forward as a distinct 
method of Injunction. This will be further explained under the 
‘ Jaghanyadhikarana ” (sūtras III—iii—20-29), where it is shown that where 
ong of two things, any one is such as has not been previously laid down, 
it is this latter that is enjoined with reference to the former (which bas 
been enjoined elsewhere), and their Rel is implied j—while in è 
case where both are such as have been laid down elsew 
of them is so, we have the injunction of the Re 
In all these three (the 
of the Relationship being im 


ationship 


here, or where none 
lationship only. 

id the eighth) cases, the fact 
plied by the Affix is common; and as such there 


sixth, the seventh ar 


, ——— - 
i — 
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can be no difference in the strength or weakness of their authority, Nor 
is it possible for us ever to be faced by a contradiction of these three 
methods, when all of them happen to apply to the same cases—where a 
knowledge of their comparative ‘strength or weakness could be of use to 
us; and hence the mention of these in a definite order does not serve any 
useful purpose. 

Thus then, in all cases, we must, in accordance with the present 
Adhttarana, admit the injunction to be of the qualified Bhavana: and 
whatever else may be found to be mentioned in the Bhashya, it must he 
taken only as a means of making clear, to the dull intellect, what is not 
easily intelligible to it in the strictly accurate form, 

The mention of proximity’ and ‘ remoteness is with reference to the 
fact of the objects spoken of being the qualifications of the Bhavana, 
wherein the injunction all along rests. d 

Question: “ How conld the Bhavana be enjoined when it is already laid 
down by another sentence ? ” 

Answer: The Bhavana qualified (as it is in the sentence in question) 
has never been laid down before; and hence it would he in the qualified 
form that the Bhavana would be enjoined ; and what it really comes to is 
that the Injunction is for the sake of the qualification, as we shall explain 
later on. 

Objection: ‘ In that case, the injunctive word not functioning over the 
“ qualifications, if it were to lay them down through the Bhavana, then, even 
“in the case of the injunction of an action that has already been laid down, 
“it could lay down many qualifications, in the same manner as it does in 
“the case of an action never laid down before; and ene See OW OE IG 
not be amenable to the law that ‘when an action has been enjoined, what- 

“ ever is mentioned is for its sake, and hence particular qualifications would 
be mentioned for particular actions.’ ” 

Reply: This does not affect our position ; because ees thongh the in- 
~ junctiveness appertains to the Bhavana, there is always u distinction made 
as to whether it is for the sake of that Bhavana only (or for that of some- 
thing else); and it is only when there are many qualifications that there 
occurs a split of the sentence. That is to say, in a case where the In- 
junctiveness pertaining to the Bhāvunā is taken as being for the sake of 
the Bhavani itself, the injunction of the qualiſication comes to be 
implied by it; and in this case we 19 not ab ip 5677 etree split. 
When, however, the Injunuctivness is acar UH e eee ok the 
Qualification of the Bhavana, then, inasmuch s: 05 e oral, 

; i ee aturally has had a proximate position 
to a distance, of the Bhavana, which vatur d injunction could be of 
there being a contact of many qualifications, the injune "a 1 of 
that qualification alone, for whose sake it would have been ascertained to 

* 
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be, and not of any other. even though this latter may be located in the same 
place,—just as the eye does not pertain to touch, etc.; and thus there 
would be the necessity of splitting up the sentence into various sentences. 
And we have already shown that even though the Injanctiveness, in all 
cases, extends over the same place, yet, in point of fact, it is actually 
moving from one place to the other, and resting itself upou one object after 
the other, And thus we do not find any incongruity in this, 

As for the objection that in the case of the injunctions of the Abhyu- 
diteshti and the Prakaga, there would be the anomaly of the Injunction 
serving various purposes,—this is applicable to all parties; and as to how 
it does not apply to us, we shall show under the sections treating of those 
subjects, 


0 


(The Vartika now proceeds to deal with certain questions and answers 
set forth in the Bhashya.] 


0 — 


(The author has declared that the sentences ‘dadhnä juhoti ete.’ serye 
the purpose of laying down the qualification of the Bhavana of Huma, 
and on this the objector puts the question). 

“ The qualifying word miyht very well qualify the object denoted by ùt; 
“but as a matter of fact, we do not, zu the case in ges / ion, perceive any 
“ functioning of the qualification. And the sense of this is that so long as the 
40 qualification is not directly laid down, the Avent could not engage him- 
“self in it; and as such even if he would perform the Particnlar 
“sacrifice, without taking any notice of that qulification, he Would fe 
“that he had done his work.” 

In reply to this objection, the Author puts the question— What would 
happen then? And this question refers to the fact of the Injunction bein 
in the form of a sentence. The author proceeds to make his point kee, 


by adding —even though the qualification would be inoperative, the meaniy, of 
the word would be duly asvertained. Bhac, 
shya 


el 


This latter sentence of the 
may also be taken as emanating from the objector, who is cosit 

— . . . 8 
the matter in his own mind. 


It is with a view to this that we have the next Question and Answ 
je ge tae XU s Swer, 
Question: “ What would be the nse of the protimity of the word denoti 


44 = . 7 * 5 — . £ 
the qualification (when the Qualification will have been expressed by the 
Injunetion) ?“ 


ating Over 


(And the answer to this is that 24 may be taken as useless), 
Question: * How cana word of the Veda be useless ? 
“refers to suirg ii de 


Answer: When there ts actual 


This question 


ly no use, what else could we say? And the 
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inner purport of this is that it is the objector who makes the word néélers, 
by denying all functioning of the qualification, According to onr theory, it 
serves a distinctly useful purpose; and as suca it cannot be Said to be 
useless. eee e 

Ohjection : “ In that case the ingunction of the qualification would rest 
“ npon the authority of syntaz,—that is to say even though the Injunction, 
“ pertaining to the qualified Bhavana is a direct one, yet, in the way you 
“ put it, it would come to rest upon the authority of the synta.” © `. 

Answer: So long as we have a certain fact expressed by direct Assertion, 
we do not huve recourse fo the implications of the syntax ;~tuat is to say, we 
may have that (ie. Bhdvand) itself as the object of the Injunction, 
through which the Qualificntions come to be enjoined. 

Objection : “ True, it is so; but when thut Bhavana is not meant to be 
“ enjoined, then we could huve the Qualification as the object of the Injunction. 
“In support of this the transference of the Injunctive potency will be 
“dealt with under the sūtra ‘na cedanyena gishtak’(I—iv—9).” 

Answer: Why should it not be meant to be enjoined ? This question is 
put with a touch of pity for the opponent; or it may be taken as an 
assertion of the Author himself. 5 

The Bhashya concludes—Thus it is proved that the repetition of dadhnã 
Juhoti? is for the purpose of laying down the qualifying materials. The sense 
of this is that, becanse of its proximity — i. e., because of the fact af. the 
qualification having entered into the Bhärand, it becomes an object of 
Injunction ; or that because of the proximity of Qualification, there is a 
transference of the Injunctive Potency ; or that because of the proximity 
of the Injunction (by another sentence) of the Bhavand and the Root- 
meaning (of 'juhoti’), the Injunction (in the sentence in question) js that 
of the Qualification, specially as there is no incompatibility between Direct 
Assertion and Syntax. 

f Says the Bhashya—The ulterance of juhoti' (in the sentences ‘dadhna 
Jthoti’, etc.) is with a view to referring to the previously enjoined Homa, for 
the purpose of connecting it with the materials (dadhi, etc.). Though the 
ee of the word ‘ juhoti’ was quite clear, yet the Author bas 

P uned it only with a view to show that by that he refers to all verbs 
under similar circumstances (for instance, ‘agh@rdyati’ und the rent). 

“ Question: “If the word ‘juhoti? only serves to refer to the Home, j 

what word is the qualifying material enjoined?” 

E ae e E 

g ¥ the word ‘dadhi’. This benring of t z ET 
Plained in the manner shown nnder the Adhikoransı on 1 J G 
—6-8). The answer is that in the word ulioti "(in e ig T it a 
affix serves thé purposes of enjoining (the qualifying wiuterial), and it is 


I declare it to be 
tence ia to bo ex- 
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only the Root that serves to refer to a previous Homa, (and thus there is no 
difficulty about the said Injunction). 

Question: ‘ If the words are injunctive, when the object in question has 
“ already been laid down, why should they be prononnced again? That is to say, 
“ when the Bhavana has already been previously enjoined, how can there 
be another Injunction (of the same)?“ 

Answer: The words are pronounced again for the purpose of laying down 
what is expressed by the whole sentence (‘ dadhna juhoti’). Inasmuch as the 
material dadhi is expressed by the single word ‘ dadhi’ it cannot be said 
to be expressed by the sentence; and hence what the answer means is that 
what is enjoined is the Bhavana as qualified by dadhi (as itis this that is 
actually expressed by the sentence in question). 

Thus then we conclude that the sentences ‘agnihotram juhoti’ and 
‘aghiramighdrayati’ are the injunctions of Actions, This should be ex- 
plained in the same way as we have pointed ont above (tert, p. 486, trans- 
lation, p. 674) with regard to the ‘ upānçu’. 

[We now proceed to meet the arguments brought forward by the 
Parvapaksha). 

(1) As for the names Agnihotra’ and ‘ Ayhara’, they can be explained 
as serving the purpose of pointing out the peculiarity indicated by the 
verbs ‘juhoti’ and ‘ āghārayati’ ; and in the present instance, they serve to 
distinguish the two actions in question from all other actions (of Homa 
and Ayhara), on the ground of these two being enjoined. 

(2) As for the absence of the accessory details (as urged under sūtra 
15), we find that the Material and the Deity are distinctly pointed out by 
the context. Nor can it be urged that there being no method mentioned in 
the injunctive sentence (there would be no context) ; because no such method 
would be looked for until the relationship with the Result had been estab- 


lished. — . 
(3) Nor is it impossible for ug to h 


with regard to an Action of which th 
been laid down. Because the Res 


ave the Injunction of the Result 
e Material and the Deity have not 


ad ult might very well be laid down with 
regard 8 oma only, of which the Material and the Deity might be 
mentioned later on; and there would be no incongruity i i 
gruity in this. 
(4) Asa matter of fact, in similar e > 1 
previously enjoined actions. But tlie ace 
depends upon the fact of the 


recoguising the Action as the same as that which has been previously 
enjoined, 

(5) The mere fact of the Ayhara being mentioned in another Pra- 
karana does not do away with all the intervening Prakaranas of the Johr. 
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Because even in the case of the Aghara (as laid down by the sentence 
‘t ūyhāramāghīrayati '), the conjugational affix always raises in us a desire 
to know the Object, the Instrument ‘and the Method of the Action ; and hence 
it is quite possible for the Material and the Deity to be indicated by the 
Prakaranu (us the said desire could be fulfilled ouly by an indication of 
these). 

Then again, your theory would necessitate the assumption of many un- 
seen factors. Because you make each of the sentences —‘ dadhna juhoti, etc. 
and ürdhvamāghārayati, ete’ —lay down an independent Action; and we do 
not find any deity laid down either for the Homa of Dadhi, or for the 
firdhva ayhara, eto; and in the case of the sentence ‘ ardhvamaygharaynti? 
the material too is not mentioned; and inasmuch you hold each of them 
to be the injunction of an independent action, they could not be taken 
as laying down the materials, etc., for one another. 

For these reasons it must be as we have put it. 

(6) It has been argued above that in the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti,’ 
if the first word were to express an action, then, inasmuch as an 
Action could never be the objective, the accusative ending (in ‘ agni- 
hotram’) would be wholly inexplicable. In reply to this we urge that an 
Action can be the objective of such verbs as ‘ saikalpa’ (determination) 
and the like; and as such the accusative ending in ‘ aguihotram’ could 
be explained as with reference to the ‘determination’ implied by the 
word ‘uhoti’; and as such there is nothing incongruous in the accusative 
ending in ‘ aynihotram’. 

Objection: “In connection with Agnihotra, we fnd the sentences— 
“‘ yadagnaye ca prajapatayé ca sīyam juhoti’, and ‘ yatsurydya ca prajapntaye 
“ea pratuk’; and inasmuch as these distinctly lay down more than one 
“Accessory (Deity) for the Action, it becomes open to the arguments 
“brought forward under sūtra II—ii—6. In fact some people actually 
“admit this as an inevitable fact. And it is only thus that we have a dis- 
“ tinction between the Agnzhotra offered in the morning and that offered 
‘in the evening,—a distinction which is clearly pointed out by the 
“injunction that ‘the offering in the evening should not be precisely 5 
same as that offered in the morning.’ Nor, in this case, as in the neh 
. tiis using of the various vessels at the Jyotishfoma, can ale 1 80 

Agnihotra be taken as a part of the morning one; because. ge Sae 
À is found to be complete by itself. Itis thus alone 115 15 5 

possible for the whole procedure of the morning offering of the ‘Darga- 
já wholly in the evening offering, exactly as in the ede in the 

urnamasa. Otherwise the single performance gr 1 9055 in accordance 
Morning would have sufficed for the evening offering * ' 


4 i . is there any useful 
With the law laid down under X—iii— l-12. Nor 
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purpose served by making the two Agnihotras one and the same. Hence 
“we conclude that the sentence ‘ aynthotram Juhoti’ is a reference to the two 
“ offerings collectively (though it may not be one to the Homus laid down 
“ by the sentences dudhn7 juhoti, etc.’) ” 

To this we make the following reply : 

We do not find any useful purpose served by such reference to the 
two offerings collectively; and as for their unification in the sentence 
laying down their performance, we could get hold of one, exactly as we do 
in the case of the ‘ Rājasūya? That is to say, the reference to a number of 
actions collectively is always based upon the fact of their unification ex- 
pressed in words that speak of them collectively ; and in the same manner, 
we could also in the case in question have a reference to the two Agnihotra 
offerings necessitated by such unification, in the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhnyat 
svaryakamahk’ (and the necessary reference having been accomplished hy this 
sentence, there is no use of having them referred to again by the sentence 
‘agnihotram juhoti’). And just as in the case of a NR, all necessary 
reference is xnccomplished by the single sentence ‘rājasūyēna svārāījyakāmo 
yajeta’, and no other sentence is wanted for the reference,—so would it 
also be in the case of the Agnthotra. 

Objection: “In that case, inasmuch as the name Agnihotra’ would 
“apply to all Homas, the Result, Heaven, mentioned in the sentence ‘ayntho- 
“tram juhuyāt svargakamak’ would pertain to all these Homas; and con- 
“sequently even those Homus that are offered into Fires other than those 
“used at the Aynihotra would become endowed with the character of 
40 ` ifice.” . 8 

2 F means would this primary character of such 
Homas be set aside by the mere faet of the word ‘ agnihotram’ serving the 
only purpose of a collegtive 1 ee to the Homas (mentioned in the 
sentences ‘ dadhnd juhot e PUE In che case of the sacrifices called by the 
names Paurnamasy@ an ; Amavasya » We find that the requisite differ- 
entiation is made by the Fires, specified by these names; and there is no 
such means of differentiation in the case in question. 

Question : „The a ‘ Agnihotra’ may be taken 18 
offering is made to Agni’; aud this would ser 

teristic.” F 

Answer : That will not do; because even those Homas that ar 

into other Fires have the same Agni for their Deity. And 3 2 offered 

interpretation would land you in another difficulty ; 8 n ae 

morning libations of the Agnihotra being offered (to Surya and Prajapat;, 

and not to Agni) would cease to be directly called ‘ Agnihotra’, and as dau 
would become a mere auxiliary to the Agnihutra, 


Thus then, we find that whether we take the word ‘ Agnihotram’ 4 


‘that wherein the 
ve as a differentiating charac. 
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mere reference to the other Homas or not, it does not make any difference 
with regard to the objection urged ahove (as to the primary charncter of 
all Homas). Asa mntter of fact, if the Homas offered into other Fires be 
different from the Agnihotra, or if in all Fires (that of the Agnikotra as also 
the other fires) the same action (of offering) be repeated,—in any case, all 
that the word agnihotra would express would be (1) a proximity (to the 
action laid down by the originative Injunction), (2) the presence of Fire, and 
(3) the character of Homa; and hence all the Homas that would falfill 
these three conditions would be related to the particular Result, and would 
all equally have the primary character. 

Thus it is that, according to certain Vaidikas, the word Agnihotra 
is applied to all these Homas; for we find that having laid down four 
libations each in the Garhapatya and the Anvithiryapacaniya Fires, and 
two in the Ahuvaniya Fire, they sum up all these in the sentence ‘one who 
knowing this performs this fully equipped grand Agnihotra, etc., etc.’ 

For these reasons, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti’, having no other 
useful purpose to serve, must be taken as the true Injunction of the Action 
(of Aynthotra). And thus alone would it be possible for us to take the 
sentences laying down the libations into the Garhapatya, ete., as pointing 
out the sccessories (in the shape of the various Fires) of the Agnthotra, 
just like the sentences ‘ dudhnā qulioti, etc.’; and thereby we would have 
done away with all grounds for taking those libations as Actions different 
from the Agnihotra; because in all these libations we recognise tle same 
original action of the Agnihotra. 

Question : “ Inasmuch as all these Fires appertain to the same Action, 
“why should not they be taken as optional alternatives, just like the 
„materials dadhi, tandula, etc. ? ” 

To this some people make the following reply: “ They are not so 
“taken, in consideration of certain transcendental uses; that is to say, 
“inasmuch as the libation could be poured on the bare ground, with- 
out any particular receptacle, in the shape of a duly sanctified Fire, the 
“specification of the Fire must be taken as with a view to certain tran- 
 scendental results; and as many such results could be possible, the Homa — 
“is repeated in each of the Fires (and not in one only).” , 

We do not accept this explanation; because if such be the case, then 
there wont Be nothing to preclude the presence of the Akavaniya Fire at 
the libation tiat is laid down to be offered at the place where the cow with 
which the Soma has been Purchased puts its seventh step (because in this 
case also a transcendental result could be possible). It may be argued 
that in this latter case Hina is mentioned only once, and hence the Fire is 
ee from the seventh step Libation’; becnuse its presence would 

Ssitate an unwarranted repetition of the Homa; but then the same 
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could be said of the case in question also (because in this also the number 
of libations is specified). Hence the explanation given does not save us 
from having to take the various Fires as optional alternatives. 

Therefore the only ground that we have for taking all As Homas 
into the various Fires as collectively forming the e lies in the 
sentence the fully equipped grand Agnihvtra, ete., and also in the law 
laid down under sūtra XIL—iii—30. 

Otherwise, if the transcendental result were the only ground, the 
particular Apiirva, or transcendental result, would follow from the Fires 
only when these would be made the receptacles of the offerings ; and as 
the place of the receptacle would be occupied by one Fire, there could be 
no room for any other. Phat is to say, though the presence of the Fire 
may be for the sake of certain transcendental results, yet, on account of 
the Locative ending (in the word eee of the Fires), such results 
could be xccomplished by the Fire being made the receptacle of the offering; 
and then, as the receptacle is a visible thing, so long as the place would be 
occupied by one Fire, there would be no room for another; and hence in 
tkis case the various Fires cannot but be taken as optional alternatives, 

Question: Why cannot the various Homus be taken as different ac- 
tions, on the ground of the differences in the number of libations, just as 
“we have in the case of the sentence ‘ tésra Ahutirjwhoti’? 2” 

Answer: This cannot be; because it is rag gs complete action of 
the Agnihotra has been duly bag i hal t 0 oviginative Injunction 
(‘agnihotram guhoti aud me sen ed as such,—that the other 
sentences laying down the number of libations into the various Fires c 
up as subsequent corollaries to the original Inj unction. It is on} ome 
number appears in the originative Injunction that it serv 


In the 


and it cannot serve the purpose of making the Actions Mang ai 
different. Hence we conclude that in all the various Pipe 
action of the Agnihofra is repeated a certain number of times : 
It has been urged above that— the sentence i 
‘ yatsuryāya, etc.“, serving many pur 
of Actions.“ 
In reply to this we urge that the times (morning ang 
the Libations having been already enjoined by the sentences“ 1 0 
aud ‘pralarjuhoti’, all that the sentences in question do js ty Mehuts» 
same times with the sule view of pointing out the Deities to “Ter to the 
several Libations are to be offered, 


Selves radically 
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Objection: “In that case, as these sentences would refer to the 
“ Libations as qualified by the particular times, there would be a syntac- 
“ tical split.“ 

Reply: Not so; because the Action (Libation) being pointed out by 
the Context, what the sentences do is to lay down the Deities swith reference 
to the time only; and as the time cannot by itself be related to the Deities, 
we connect the Deities with the time as affected by the Action pointed out by 
the Oontext (and hence there is no actual reference to the Action qualified 
by the Time, that would bring about the split). Or, the mention of the 
time (in the sentences ‘yadagnayé, etc.“) may be taken As serving the 
purpose of indirectly recalling the original Homa, which is wanted by 
the peculiar character of the receiver of a gift in which the Deities 
enjoined are represented in the sentences (where the words express- 
ing them have the Dative ending), (as without on offering of the 
Homa, this character of the Deities would not be possible); and 
certainly when the. Homa is only indirectly indicated, it cannot lead 
to any split in the sentence; nor does the time ‘evening’ indicate a 
performance at any other time; hence we conclude the sentences to 
mean only that ‘of the evening Libation Agni and Prajapati, and of 
the morning one Sürya and Prajapati, would be the deities,’ (and they 
do not lay down independent Actions). 

Objection : “ Thus too, inasmuch as each of these sentences would 
“lay down two deities, there would certainly be a syntactical split in 
“them (because that would necessitate a double functioning of the same 
“ injunctive sentence).” 

Reply : Not so: Some people offer the following explanation: Because 
“the words empressing the two Deities have the same case-ending; it is 
“only when there is a diversity of case-endings that there is a difference 
“ in the functioning of the Injunctive sentence; 80 long as the case- 
„ remains the same, even if there be a thousand objects to be lai 
“ they are all amenable to a single syutactical operation.’ 

> But against this explanation, we ur ` 
case-ending happens to be connected 
enjoined except by the Injunctive 4 
again (and this would entail different 
say, the case is signified by the term 
termination, as in the case of Agnisho 
Injunctive affix; in a case, however, 


ending 
d down, 


ge the following: When a single 

with many words, it cannot be 
fix being repeated over and over 
Injunctive operations). That is to 
ination; and where there is a single 
ma, there is a single operation of the 
, where a single case happens to be 
mentioned by many words, each having a distinct termination with itself, 
—as in the case of the sentence in question ‘agnayé ca prajapatay® ca — 
Masmuch as it is not possible for the Affix to take up both at one and 
the same time, it must be admitted that Agni and Pra jd pati are taken up 
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by the Affix, separately, one after the other (the sentence being construed 
as ‘agnaye juhoti, prajapatayé jxhoti . As a rule, the case-ending employs 
the Affix (Injunctive) for the purpose of taking up the object denoted by 
the nonn ; and hence when the ease-ending is pronounced more than once, 
it cannot but employ the Affix more than once; and thus there is a 
repetition of the Affix (which brings about the syntactical split urged by 

the opponent). i 

Thus then, the explanation given above not meeting the objection, we 
offer the following: Both the sentences in question lay down Prajāpati 
alone; because Agni and Surya, as deities of the Agnihotra, are pointed out 
by the very mantras laid down by the sentences as to — employed at the 
morning and evening offerings (viz., ‘suryo Jyoti, ete.” and ‘ agnirjyotih, 
etc.“). And the Deities having been laid down by these mantras, they are 
mentioned again in the sentences in question, which lay down Prajapati ‘iis 
the Deity, only by way of an eulogy (l. e., an offering to Agni and Surya 
is as good as that to Prajapatil’). Though the Bhashya has cited these 
sentences under stra I—iy—4, as laying down the. four Deities of 
the Agnihotra, yet the quotation must be taken only as showing that 
the sentences also serve to recall the Deities pointed out by the 
mantras; because it is thus alone that we are saved from a needless 
repetition of the Injunctions contained in the mantras. Otherwise 10 
the meeting of the arguments brought for ward under sitrg I—ii— s] 
we would have to undergo the trouble of taking the sentence ‘yadagnaye 
ir > 


ete.” either as the Injunction of an accessory detail, or as a Parisaikp, i, 
or as an Arthavida. For these reasons, we conclude that in the at 


question there is no syntactical split. 
It has been argued above that— we do not conceiy 
“and evening libations as the parts of any single 
“ must be taken as distinct actions).“ 


But the non-recognition of these as such parts is due to ¢ 

of all the accessory details of the one being repeated jp tot ne fact 
other; just as in the case of the Dakshayana sacrifice (though e in the 
ter of fact they together form a single action spreading oy * à mat- 
times). ver the two 
Objection: “In that case, all the accessory actions of the 
“and evening libations being exactly the same, they wonld be aa Wiin 
“and as such they would be optional alternatives; and the entien], 
“ would be performed either in the morning alone, or in the evening cyra 
‘and not at both times,” one; 
Reply: It is not so; because the Agnihotra has been laid 


case in 


8 of the mor 


E nin 
action (and hence 8 


they 


down 2 


be performed ‘throughout one’s life’; and when one has offereg ae 
. . . . . 0 
evening libation, 1f he lives till the morning. it behoves him 0 0 18 
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morning libation also, because all the conditions present in the preceding 
evening, present themselves again, 

Objection: “True; it may be in this manner; but the difficulty. is 
“that, inasmuch as the same operation is to be performed both in 
“ the morning and in the evening, when the evening operation is being 
“ performed, if during that performance something untoward happens to 
“the sacrificer, then he must, somehow or other, perform the morning 
“one also; because thus alone could he be saved from the sin of leaving 
“incomplete an action that had been begun. When, however, —like the 
“ performance of the Jyotishtoma in the spring,—the evening operation is 
“daly finished, then there is no necessity of performing the morning 
‘fone. And further, an action that is done with a definite result in view, 
must be performed, by one desiring that result, as fully equipped with 
“fall its accessories; and on this score too, it would be a matter of option 
“whether the Action is performed in the morning or in the evening, In 
accordance with the theory that the same action is repeated at the two 
“times, it becomes necessary for the performer to complete all the 
“accessories, nt both times, In any case, how can we escape from the 
“fact of the two libations being optional alternatives? ” 

Reply : We do not take them as alternatives because of the fact of the two 
libations being distinctly mentioned in the Veda as together constituting 
a single Action; for instance, having begun with ‘pravargyo va eshak’ the 
Veda goes on to say sd vai sdyam ca pratagca jühoti, eto. Even when the 
two Libations are taken as distinct Actions, the fact of their being taken 
together would be based upon the word ‘ca’ in the sentence. Nor 
would sach conjunction of the two necessitate their performance in close 
proximity with each other; becanse the text quoted does not lay down 
a conjanction of the times of their ‘performance ; and hence there is no 
incongruity in the matter. That is to say, the times being laid down in 
the sentences, all that the text quoted does is to point out the fact of the 
two Actions together going to form a single Action ; and hence there is no 
syntactical split. Therefore we conclude that it is the same action that 
is repeated at both times (and it is these two repetitions that are con- 
jointly called Agnihotra’). 

Tt has been urged above that “ these two libations being subsidiaries 


i > the Agnithotra), they conld not be performed separately by them- 
selves. . 


laid 55 this does not affect our case; because when the Action is 
ai $ ; 


own with reference to a time, then alone does it require a full 
coumection with all its subsidiaries; hence when the Evening Libation 
Appears as the Primary Sacrifice, then the subsidiaries that aid in its 
performance are those that are Possible at that time, and none else; 
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because of the non-affinity of these (to the Evening Libation) ; similarly 
also with the Morning Libation; and hence there is a repetition a 
the subsidiaries (as it happens that the same subsidiaries are possible a 
both times). 

It has been urged that “there is no useful purpose served by the 
theory of the present Siddhanta.” 

In reply to this we point out that in connection with the ‘ Kunda- 
pūyināmayana,’ we find the sentence ‘māsamagnihotram juhoti?; and 8 
this sentence apparently lays down a single Action, we naturally look out 
for only one method of procedure ; and hence what we would take up are the 
accessories either of the Evening Libation alone or of the Morning Liba- 
tion alone ; and as such we would perform but once every day during the 
month, the Action with a single set of accessories (this would be the case 
if the evening Libation were an action totally different from the morning 
one). When, however, the two libations are the same (being repetitions 
of the same act) the Agnihotra that we would perform in connection with 
the Kundapayinamayana would be exactly the original one (j.e. it would 
be performed both morning and evening, not only once), 


A RIN RS 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[Treating of the fact of the ‘Pagu’ and the ‘Soma’ being independent 
Actions.J 


Sütra (17): Because of the connection with certain 
materials the words ‘ pacu, etc.’ and soma, etc.’ contain 
injunctions; as in the context the mention of the mere 
material would be useless—specially because the words 


do not serve the purpose of laying down accessory 
materials. l 


[(1) We have a sentence pagumalabhata '; and in continuation of this 
we have the sentences ‘hrdayasyagre’ vadyati, atka Jihvāyā atha vakshasah,’ 
(2) Then again we have the sentence ‘soména yajéta,’ and in its Bans 
tinuation, the sentences aindravayavam grhnāti, mattravarunam grhnate, 
etc. And the question that arises is this: Is ‘Glabh3ta’ a mere reference 
to the actions laid down by ‘ avadyati’ ? and is ‘yajéta’ a mere reference 
to those laid down by ‘grknati’? or do they lay down independent 
actions by themselves 7] 

The case of ‘pagu’ is mentioned first, because it is the more 
difficult to be explained. As a matter of fact, in the sentence pagum, ete.’, 


mere references to a 
ds are pagu’, and the 


shoma; because the sentence ( ‘ag 
complete form would be in the f 
whereof one part is direct 
inferred (from the relationshi 
of the question too becomes t 


to the ‘hrdaya, etc’, and the word ji to the sacrifices impljzd 


by the word ‘ avadyati’ ? or do ‘they lay down an independent 9% = nd 
paçu (as its material), the other sentences only serving to point out thoir 
accessory details? 

In the same main er, the question with reference to the other set of 
sentences ig this: Is the word ‘ yajeta' a mere reference to the sacrifice 


702 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II— ADA II —ADHI (6). 


implied by the relationship of the material and the Deity, as mentioned in 
the sentences aindravayavam, ete.’, and the word ‘soma’ to the juice 
used at those sacrifices ? or the sentence soména yajéta ` lays down an in- 
dependent action together with the material to be used in it ? 

The Bhashya has said: Kimavadyatigrhnatibhyam coditanaim karma- 
nam, etc. But, inasmuch as the actions of ‘avadyati’ and ‘grhnati’ 
are not synonymous with ‘sacrifice’, we must take the Bhāshya as refer- 
ring to those actions that are inferred from the relationship of the actions 
of ‘avadyati’ and ‘ grknati,’ and which are laid down by means of the 
conjugational affixes in these two verbs. And as a matter of fact, the word 
‘ alabhéta’ also serves the purpose of indicating the sacrifice that is implied 
by the action of ‘ ālubhati ’ (killing). 

Or, it may be that no mention is made by the Bhashya of the fact 
of the action of ‘ avadyati’ indicating the sacrifice at all; what then 
is meant to be the question is as to whether the word ‘alubhats? 
(‘=killing’} is a mere reference to the ‘ killing’ implied by the 
action of dvadyati’ (=cutting) ;—and the fact of each of these pieces 
cut being related to a definite deity leads to the inference of so 
many sacrifices,—or the ‘ killing’ mentioned by ‘G@labhéta’ leads to the 

inference of a single sacrifice of the Pagu? In the same 
the case of the other sentence, does the ‘ sacrifice ’ (indicated 
‘ grhnāti’) consist in the mere holding’ ( grahan 
this manner the words of the Bhashyu, embodyi 
taken literally. 

On this question, then, we have the following :— 
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“ sentence ‘soména yujéta ’ could not yet come in as the ‘sacrifice’ sought 
“after; nor, on the other hand, would it be possible for the sentences 
“< aindravayam, ete.’ to lay down the Deities for the sacrifice laid down by 
“the sentence ‘soména yajēta’, which, having no Deity mentioned, is 
“ wanting in an accessory detail. When, however, the sentences ‘ atndra- 
“ yayavam, etc.’ have implied a ‘ sacrifice „ then, inasmuch as one sacrifice’ 
“ cannot serve as the accessory detail of another sacrifice, we are forced to 
“admit that that spoken of in the sentence ‘soména yajéta’ is a mere 
“referonce to those sacrifices that have been laid down in the context (by 
“the sentences ‘aindravdyavam grhnati, etc.“). 

“ As for the anomaly of having to accept a qualified Injunction, this is 
found in your theory also; because, according to you also, what is enjoined 
“is the sacrifice at which Soma is the material offered. In fact you have to 
“admit a qualified iu junction in the case of the Agnishomijya as well as in 
“ the case of the dimdravayava sentences; whereas we have to admit it 
“only in the latter; and this makes a vast difference between our 
positions. 

„Further, the kind of Action that you will seek to have enjoined (by 
“the sentence ‘soména yayéta’) can never form the object of an Injunc- 
“tion, as we have shown above, in connection with the Agnihotra, where 
“it has been pointed out that the injunctive potency pertains directly to 
“the directly-mentioned material (soma); and as such the sentence could 
not serve the purpose of enjoining the sacrifice; and as such we cannot but 
“admit the yagi ` (in ‘yajéta’) to be a mere reference to certain pre- 
“viously mentioned sacrifices ; what, then, the sentence does, in connection 
“ with the said sacrifices, is to specify the material (soma), which had been 
generally implied by the verb ‘ grinati.’ Or, it may be that the Soma. juice 
“ being mentioned by certain auxiliary sentences in the same context—such, 
: for es a et eure ‘ somamabhishunoti,’ ‘ somampavayati,’ 
1 15 a i pi 855 undd tl is Juice, that we have the Injunctions in. 

he word grandi; and thus then, Soma cannot be the object of Injunc- 
“tion (in the sentence soména vajéta’); and consequently, inasmuch as 


“the word ‘ soma’ has the Instrumental-ending it becomes co-extensive (or 
“ synonymous) with the ‘ sacrifice? whic f 
“ the accomplishment of the result); hence in accordance with sūtra 

I—iv—4, the word soma’ becomes the name of the sacrifice (the mean- 
ing of the sentence thus being that one should offer the sacrifice called 
6 Soma ). 


a 8 Objection: We have already got a name for this sacrifice—‘ Jyotish- 
. ; what then would be the use of another name? 

ie Reply: What harm is there if we have another name? Very often 
we find People speaking of one sacrifice by two names. 
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The useful purpose served by such reference to a number of sacrifices, 
“as we hold, is that it is only when all these sacrifices are referred to 
“ collectively as one, that they could be spoken of in the singular num- 
“ber, in the final sentence that sums up their performability (viz., the 
“sentence ‘jyotishtomena svargakāmo yajéta’). Hence we conclude that 
“the sentence in question is a mere reference to previous sacrifices. 

“ Objection: ‘What yousay may apply to the case of the sentence 
“soména yajéta, because the sentences aindravayavam, etc., express a 
“relationship between the material and the Deities; in the case of the 
“ sentence paçumālabheta, however, we find that in the sentences hrdaya- 
“ syāgre'vadyati, etc., we have the mere verb avadyati,—exactly as in the 
“sentence vatsamalabheta, which is connected with the material only, in the 


“shape of the hrdaya, etc., without any connection with any deity ; and as 
“such how could such a verb as avadyati lay down a sacrifice? -And how 
“then could the mention of the word pagu’ be a mere reference to the 
“ hrdaya, etc, ?’ 


“ Reply: Just as in the case of the mention 
“the mantra | 


“ itself, as the source hose limbs. 

the hrdaya, etc., stand in need of a source from whi 
“come forth; and the mantra having pointed to the g 
““pagutva’ of this goat that is referred to by the wor 
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i ; 3 : i 

“the same manner, in the case in question, there being no n 
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“ t avadyati ', unless it implied a sacrifice, we conclude that the 


we S anes P : re must bea 
“ sacrifice connected with it; and it is these sacrifices, inferred in connection 
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“ with each of the limbs (Ardaya, grīvā, etc.) mentioned, that are referred 
“to by the word ‘alabhéta’, And as the necessity of such inference of 
“ sacrifices is equally present in your theory also, it cannot be brought 
“ forward as a special weakness in our theory. 
“ Further, if there were, as you hold, a single Soma-sacrifice (for 
“which the sentences aindravayavam, etc.’ would lay down accessory 
“ details), then, inasmuch as ‘Indra,’ ‘Vayu,’ and the rest would all 
“serve the same purpose of the Deity at that sacrifice, they would 
“become optional alternatives ; and as such they should not have 
„ been mentioned in a definite order, one after the other; nor should 
“they have been subsequently mentioned collectively, That is 
“to say, just as in the matter of the making of the sacrificial 
“ post, when we have many kinds of wood mentioned,—though all serve 
“the same purpose of a tethering post for the animal,—in the shape 
“ of the Palaga, the Khadira, etc., we take them as optional alternatives, 
“go, in the same manner, in the. case in question we must regard the 
“ various Deities as optional alternatives. In our theory, on the other 
“hand, each of the Deities belonging to a distinct sacrifice, and all the 
“ Deities and sacrifices serving to bring about transcendental results, it is 
“only natural that all of them should be laid down by a single word 
“ (“jyotishtoma `) with regard to the Result (attainment of Heaven); and 
“as such there is nothing incongruous (in their being mentioned 
* collectively, or in a definite order of sequence). (And as all the sacri- 
“fices are laid down collectively with reference to the result, they have 
“all to be performed, aud they cannot be taken as optional alterna- 
“ tives). 
1 1 5 P pA 585 ne find that the various 
yates : in a definite order, one after the other— 
“* krdayasyagre'vadyati, atha jihvāyāh, atha vakshasah’ ; and the ; 
x f ; 2 3 2 n again 
“ we find them mentioned collectively, in the sentence ekadaca vai pagora- 
soni yat tit he nt ets mentioned shore enw 
i soma) dow de one (and Slo sacrifice, the eleven pieces could be offered 
ú 3 ai 1 s . E such each ‘avadyati’ would not necessarily 
PRA RA Specially as even if the hrdaya and the other 
4 offering of the whol toned collectively, there could have been no 
i offering of the w tole Animal, as mentioned in the original Injunction ; in 
boi Hee ba a cutting out of the various limbs would be a necessity, because 
1 abe an established law that only those parts of the body should z 
“(for in . sacrifice which are not thrown aside according to are tex 8 
“of the 5 the blood, is always to be thrown aside). In t en 
“th oma, however, even the original Injunction does not lay own 
e p Soma (i. e., all the Soma in the world); and hence this alone 
9 
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“has been mentioned in connection with the sequential mention of the 
“various ‘grhnāti’s, 
For these reasons, we con 


elute that the sentences in question must 
“ be taken as mere references to 
e 


previous sacrifices,” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: 


It is only when the sacrifice mentioned in a sentence is actually recog- 


nised to be the same as those mentioned before, that we take it to be a 
mere reference to these ; 


; in the cases in question, however, we do not 

find this to be the case. 
That is to say, if in the case in 
be exactly the same in all its details 
the case of the Panrnamasa sg 


question we recognised the sacrifice to 
as those mentioned before, 
wcrifice,—then we could take the sentence asa 
mere reference. If again, the sentence were held to be a reference to the root 
ai alone, then we could conclude it to be a reference bereft of the 


qualifications. In the cases in question, however, we find that the sacrifices 
mentioned before are (1) those that have the. hydaya, ete., and (2) those 
having the Juice, for the material to be offered; while the Sacrifices men- 
tioned by the sentences in question have, for their materials, the Pagu and 
the Soma respectively; and thus these latter not being recognised to be 
the same as the former ones, we cannot take these Sentences to be mere 
references to the former sacrifices, 


—as we do in 


“inasmuch as th 
iginal Substance, 


N ectly referring to the 
“ the limbs ‘ hrdaya, ete, and the juice,” j 


But this cannot be; he 
recourse to such 


e modiiicat; 
we could take the 
ir respeetiv 


Ons are 
Words 
e modifications, 


t be cause without sufficient 1 
indirect Indication, 
spoken of as co-extensive or 8YNOny mous 


together different signification, (as in the 
when the direct meaning of the word i 
rest of tho sentence, —that wo can ha 
significations of words. In the case ir 


‘eason w 
It is only when we f 
with another wor 


1 question, we Kava aoa dir 
two conditions; because there is nothing incompatible in iis hese 
sentences in question laying down distinct sacrifices, at which ¢ 
and the Sema—which are directly expressed by pagu’ and 
‘yoma'—would be the respective materials offered ; nor is there — 
congruity in the fact of these words not finding a place in the midst of th 


* 5 * * r ‘ X k 
former sentences, Consequently, even thongh the verbs avadyati’ 


e 
and 
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‘grhnati’ be taken as laying down certain sacrifices, these must be totally 
different from those laid down by the sentences in question. 

Question: Why cannot we take the sentences in question as laying 
“down the Pagu and the Some only as the material origin of thé materials 
laid down for the sacrifices laid down by the other sentences? 

In answer, the Bhashya has said—pcrutyé ht rasa aindravayavah : 
According to the Pirvapakshin, who denies the sentence pagum, etc.’ to be 
the originative Injunction of an Action, it must be taken only as laying 
down the Deity (Au- Soma) for the previous sacrifices ; and as such the 
other accessory, in the shape of the material pagu, not being capable of 
being enjoined by the same sentence (because the sacrifice having been 
laid down by the sentences ‘hrdayasya, etc., the subsequent sentence 
: pagum, etc,’ could not lay down more than one accessory ; on acconnt of 
the law ‘prapté karmani nänēko vidhutum gkyate gunak’); and for this 
reason, in answering the above objection, the Bhäshya mentions the case of 
Soma only; the sense of the Bhashya is that the injunction of the Soma 
plant (as the material for the previously-mentioned sacrifices) could only 
be by means of Syntactical Connection (Vakya), while that of the Juice is 
‘by menns of Direct Assertion (in the sentence ‘ aindravayavam, etc.’); and 
thus when the former would be pitted against this latter, it could have no 
connection at ull with the sacrifice in question (because of the admittedly 
superior authority of Direct Assertion over Syntactical Connection), 

Question: “The Injunctions of the Aindravayava, etc., not mentioning 
“any particular material, how can the juice be said to have been laid 
“down by Direct Assertion? As à matter of fact, it is indicated only by 
“the Context; and as the Context is always weaker in authority than 
“ Syntactical Connection, the Soma-plant which is laid down by this latter 
must be admitted to be more authoritative than the juice.” 

Reply: The connection with some sort of a material is directly men- 
tioned by means of the Deific Affixes (in ‘ Aindravdyavam’, etc.); and what 
the Context does is only to specify that material. We shall show below, 
under stra 23, that the Direct signification of the nominal Affix having 
connected, with the Deity, a particular material that is pointed out by the 
oe of Syntactical Connection, Context, etc., there arises a question 
od 5 hilt this particular material is, and then it is only this pointing 

t the particular material that is done by Syntactical Connection, etc. ; 
and it is not these latter that lay down the connection with the Deity. 
And further, we find that the Juice is laid down by the originative 
= nction itself, whereas the Soma-plant is got at from 5 : 
ae 77 such the plant cannot but be less authoritative, for one 

i the previously mentioned sacrifice only. p terials, th 

nd thus, even on the ground of the difference in materials, there 


Inju 
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would be a difference between the sacrifices laid down by the former 
sentences, and that enjoined by the sentence in question, 

These arguments, however, can be 
who will argue as follows: 


“ In the case of the ashtakapala’ cake, ete., though we find that these 

“ cakes are directly laid down as the materials, yet we accept the Corn ( Vrihz) 
das the material, though this is pointed out only by Syntactical Connec- 
tion; and in the same manner we could accept the Soma as the enjoined 
material. It is only when there is a contradiction between two things 
“that the stronger sets aside the weaker ; and this is not the case when 
“the two things are quite compatible with one another. In the case in 
“question we find that the Soma is quite compatible with the juice, 
because this latter stands in need of something from which it could be 
“extracted, and the Soma-plant comes in as fulfilling this requirement. 
For instance, in the case of the sentence“ Agnéyo'shtakapalah, ete’, though 
we find that the ashtakapala’ is directly laid down by the sentence, yet 
when the Friht and the Yava come to be laid downas the materials, there 
is no contradiction ; for these corns are actually required as the material 
ould be made; and certainly, in taking: 
the making of the Ashtakapala ; 


successfully met by the opponent 


44 


sentences, the 


And 
; becsuse the 


“two. For in your case, if the Plant 
junction, were to be the sole means of accomplishing the sacrifice, then ; 

“ would never do to turn it into Juice, in accordance with other sentence 
In our case, inasmuch as the Juice would not be Possible without its origin 
“(in the shape of the Plant), our sentence would always be on the look. 
“out for the mention of this source ; and hence eyen if such source happens 
“to be mentioned by another sentence, there is nothing incongruous in our 
“having recourse to it. In your case, on the other hand, inasmuch as the 


‘iginative In- 
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“original Plant itself is quite capable of being offered bodily by itself, it 
e does not stand in need of any mention of its modifications; and as such 
“ any connection of these would be wholly incompatible; consequently, we 
“ could not accept any such connection as laid down by other sentences.” 

In view of these argnments, based as they are on the firm ground 
of such examples as the aforesaid injunction of Friki, etc., which 
completely shut our mouth, it is best for us not to start the question 
of the Injunction of Materials, and to confine ourselves solely to the 
refutation of .the view of the sentences in question being mere 
references to previously mentioned sacrifices, In the case of the ‘Papu’, 
however, as the animal as a whole is not capable of being bodily offered 
at a sacrifice, the above arguments of the opponent would not apply ; 
and hence for this case alone, the argument of the Injunction of different 
materials would be a good one for the Siddhinta. But in the case of 
‘ Soma’, it becomes necessary for us to refute the opponent’s arguments 
based upon the Injunction of the Vrihi; and for this purpose we have 
the next sūtra. : 

Or, we may take it thus—that having refuted the former Siddhanta 
arguments (by means of the arguments based upon the Injunction of 
Vrīhi), the true conclusion is arrived at by means of the arguments em- 
bodied in the following sūtra. 

Or, lastly, we can take the present sütra as embodying the Pūrva- 
paksha, and the next sitva,—in which the ‘ca’ may be taken in the sense of 
‘tw’ (which is a sign of the Siddanta-sitra)—as putting forth the 
Siddhanta, 


— — 


It may be asked how the present sūtra can be taken as expressing the 
Pérvapaksha. This we proceed to explain as follows: 

The question being,—do the sentences ‘ hrdayasya, etc.’ and ‘ aindra- 
vayavam, etc.’ serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the 
Dadhz, ete.; and the subsequent sentences (‘ pagum, etc.“ and ‘soména, 
etc.“) are the originative Injunctions of the sacrifices concerned ?—or do 
the former sentences themselves serve as the Injunctions of sacrifices ?— 
we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


40 “The sentences ‘hydayasya, etc,” or aindravdyavam, etc.’ do not 
h sarve ‘the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the sentences 
tea dadhna juhoti and the rest; in fact these themselves are original In- 
s oe Why ? Because of the mention of materials, 1. 6., 3 f 

is Mention of such materials as hrdaya, etc., these sentences are the 
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“ Injunctions of the Pagu and the Soma. As otherwise, through the Con- 
“ text, the connection of Hrdaya, etc., would become Subsidiary to the 
“ sacrifice; while as a matter of fact, it is not possible for this connection 
to serve as its accessory; because that would be contrary to the * pagu’ 
“and the ‘soma-plant’ laid down in the original Injunctive sentences. 
“ Or, in accordance with a previous law, the ‘Paçu’ and the Soma’ 
“having been obtained from other sentences, the mention of the con- 
“nection of materials, in the present context, would, in your theory, 
“be wholly useless. In my theory, on the other hand, the word ‘ Soma’ 
(in ‘ soména yajéta’) is the name of 

“ ‘ agnishomiyam pagum, etc.’ serves the purpose of laying down the Deity 
“ Agni-Soma ; and thus none of these two sentences making mention of 
any material, the mention of materials in the other sentences is not at 


“all superfluous, Consequently we conclude that the real Injunctions of 
the sacrifices are contained in 


the sentences ‘ hrdayasya, ete.’ and 
“ aindravayavam, ete.’ (and the sentences“ agnishomiyam pagum, ete.’ and 
“© soména yajéta’ are mere references to these sacrifices taken collectively,— 
“the former serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity for the offer- 
“ings of the pieces, and the latter supplying the name of the sacrifices 
“ taken collectively).“ 


the sacrifice, and the sentence 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (18): But as (lay 


ing down) purificatory rii 
they cannot be injunctive ( : es 


of independent Actions). 
The sentences in question can 
vious sacrifices, 


fices treated of 
Answer : Because the Words 


janctive of sacrifices ; as what Tai 15 ‘ grhnati? are not in: 
catory or preparatory sites, benz R fi y to lay down certain burifi. 
them: as when a sentence ig actually bina E ti ‘tape i end with 
pointing out of such rites, there is no Ereni bs its sole ending in the 
indirectly indicated, assuming a sacrifice to ba 
Because such a sacrifice, 
assumed in the following ma ‘when a substance is taken Siler, 
veference to a certain deity, unless it is connected with some sacrifice 
it does not become dedicated to that Deity’. ’ 


But in this no sooner 
proceed to assume a sacrifice, on account of the said apparent In 


if it could be assumed, 


could on) 
nner : 


do we 
Consis. 
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tency (of the fact of the substance having been taken up for a particular 

Deity), than we are faced by a direct mention of the ‘sacrifice’ in a 

sentence close by (viz: ‘soména yajéta’), which at once makes possible all 

the relationships between the substances and Deities in question; and as 
such, it completely shuts tlie door of any authority for assuming another 

sacrifice; and when no such sacrifice would be mentioned by the sentences 

(‘ grĀnāti, etc.), to an aggregate of what would the sentence in question 

be a reference ? 

(1) It has been urged above that “asin the case of the sentence 
“ € agneuo'shtakapilo, etc.’, until the sentence (‘ grhnāti, etc.“) has actually 
indicated a sacrifice, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (for 
“instance, ‘soména yajēta” which would supply the necessary element 
of the ‘ sacrifice ’).” 

To this we make the following reply: In all cases a sentence is 
completed by means of a direction for the activity of a human agent; and 
so long as this direction is not got at, the sentence remains incomplete; 
while when that direction has been got at, it is complete, and can very 
well be taken along with other sentences. For instance, in the sentence 
‘ dgnéyo'shtakapadlo bhavati,’ we do not perceive any other action of the 
human agent than the sacrifice; and hence until this sacrifice has been 
duly indicated the sentence remains incomplete. In the case in question, 
however, the sentence ‘ aindravdyavam grinãti serves to direct the 
human agent to fake up (the vessel containing the juice, etc.), and thus, 
even without the indication of a sacrifice, it has got a distinct object 
for its injunctiveness, and as such is quite complete in itself; and that 
the sentence stands in need of something else is quite another matter 
(having nothing to do with the completeness of the sentence) ; because 
in all cases, even when the sentence is complete in itself, it does not, by 
that fact, give up all its need for other factors; nor does the fact of its 
being in such need make the sentence incomplete ; and as we recognise the 
fact that this need is supplied by another sentence, there can be nothing 
incongruous in the fact of a complete sentence bing related to another 
sentence. Consequently when we proceed to assume a sacrifice in connec- 
van Fih each of the sentences (. aindravayavam grhnati,’ etc.), the 
ol Gane by the sentence ‘somena yajeta’ at once 1 5 
} us puts a stop to the said assumption) ; and there is nothing 
mcongruous in this. a> ae 8 5 
beine: due case of the sentence ‘ agneyo eo a tke 
eng does not belong to the human agent; and as Boe a or pró. 
hibited is assumed there is no object, either ARR caviar a 

7, ad hence the sentence being incomplete, and as such ueving HO 
capability of requiring the aid of any other sentence, the ‘sacrifice 
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(necessary for the completing of the sentence) has got to be inferred ; 
consequently no ‘ sacrifice’ that is mentioned in any other sentence, comes 
to be related to it; and herein lies the great difference between che two 
sentences ãgneyo, etc.’ and ‘aindravayavam, etc. 

(2) Another objection urged above is that the ‘ pagu’ and the ‘ soma’ 

“ being laid down in the originative injunction, it cannot be proper for us 
to modify them (into quice and the limbs, respectively, as laid down by 
“ the various grhnatz’s’ and avadyati’s’).” 

The following is the reply to this objection: It is only when the two 
substances concerned are wholly different from one another, that there can 
be any comparison between their respective authoritative character ; in the 
case in question, however, through the juice and the various limbs also, it 
is only the soma and the animal that form part of the sacrifices concerned. 
If the sentences wholly renounced the Soma and the Animal laid 
down in the originative injunction, and laid down other substances wholly 
different from them, then alone could there be a contradiction (between 
the substances enjoined by the two sentences); as it is, however (what 
the sabsequent sentences lay down is that), the sacrifice is accomplished 
by means of the Animal itself, through its various limbs, as also byimeans of 
the Soma, through its juice; and certainly there can be no contradiction 
in the presence of (different) methods of procedure. For the Animal and 
the Soma, being laid down as the means of performing the sacrifices, stand 
in ueed of the method of that performance; and it is this method that 
is supplied by the mention of the fact that the animal has to be ent up 
into its several limbs and then offered in sacrifice, and the Soma has to be 
pounded into juice before ae is offered; and thus the mention of the 
‘ ardaya, ete., and the ‘juice only serves to help the original mention of 
the substance, and there is no chance of contradiction. 

(3) Another objection is that—“ the Soma having been mentioned, as 
the substance to be offered, by other sentences in the same Context, such 
“as ‘somam krinati,’ etc., the further mention of the same substance 
« csoma’ (by the sentence soména yajeta’) is wholly superfluous.” 

In reply to this, we have the Sutra itself ; the sense being that those 
sentences Somam krinati,’ ete., do not serve the purpose of enjoining 
either the Soma or the Animal; as all that they do is to speak of the 
method of preparing these. That is to say, the substance (Soma), as lai d 
down by the sentence somenit yajeta’, having been recognised as tendin 
in some way or other, to accomplish the sacrifice, what the sentences 
eomam kripati,’ etc., do is to lay down that the sacrifice is to be perform eq 
by means only of such Soma as has been purchased in a certain manner 
and prepared into tlie form of Juice by pounding, ete. d 


(4) Nor are the words of the maxfras capable, as urged in the 
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Pūrvapaksha (text, p. 507), of pointing out the goat, which has not 
yet been laid down; what those words do is to set at rest the uncertainty 
with regard to the character of the pagu as laid down by the sentence 
‘pacuna yajeta.’ Nor does the verb ‘ avadyati’ necessarily imply ‘sacri-: 
fice’; and even without the ‘sacrifice’ the verb wonld mention the mere 
‘cutting, which would, by itself, be of use, either in connection with the 
Veda, or in ordinary life. On the other hand, the peculiar relationship 
between the Substance and the Deity, as expressed by the word ‘ aindrava- 
yavam,’ would not be possible without a ‘sacrifice’; and as such there is 
a great difference (between the inference or implication of the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
by the sentence ‘aindravdyavam,’ etc., and that by hrdayasyavadyatt,’ eto. 
(5) The avadyatt of the Sänndyya is not laid down in connection 
with the Primary Sacrifice of the Context under consideration ; because 
it is only indirectly implied; and as such the qualifications and accessories 
of that ‘ avadyati’ could not be transferred to the avadyati in question. 
Nor is the fact of being for the sake of the sacrificial substance the 
method of the ‘ avaddna’ (cutting); and thus too, the said fact could not 
be transferred (as it is only the method that can be thus transferred). Nor 
in such cases, can we have any operation of the Samanyatodsshta infer- 
ence (towards the inference of the ‘sacrifice’). As for the pounding of 
the Putikã, and the eating of the Phalacamasa, it is by means of Syntactical 
Connection and Context that they are cognized as helping in the comple- 
tion of the sacrifice; and consequently the case of the pounding of the 
Putt kd is not identical with that of ‘avadyati’ in the matter of the 
implication of the ‘ sacrifice.’ In the case of the sentences dealing with 
‘Soma’ also—(‘Somena yajeta, aindravdyavam, etc., etc., etc.), the 
qualified Injunction (of the sacrifice by means of the Soma) being directly 
mentioned, there is no room for any implied sacrifice ; and as such the 
case of these too is different (from that of the pounding of the 
Putika’). ` 
(6) In the case of the sentences aindravayavam, 
are secondary sentences laying down accessory mat 
syntactical split, as in the case of the sentence 


etc., even if they 
erials, there is no 
s ägnëyo'shtākapälo, etc.” 
Because, though as mentioning more than one deity (Indra and Vays), 
the sentence has more than one object of Injunction, yet, on account of 
there being another action (in the shape of the grabag ), there is every 
possibility of the Injunction being that of a qualified object. That is to 
say, the sentence can very well be taken as an Injunction of the, Bhavana 
of the ‘grahana’ qualified by the deities Indra, Vayu and the rest. Or, it 
may be that the grahana’ being necessarily implied , the sentence serves 
the purpose of laying down a single joint Deity (Indra- Vayu) mentioned 
by means of the Dundiwu compound ; and thus there would be no 
90 
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incongruity in the case. And as the connection of these with the Primary 
Sacrifice (Jyotishtoma) is pointed out by the Context, there would be no 
incongruity, even if the sentence in question were taken asa secondary 
sentence (laying down accessory details). 

Thus then, the actions (mentioned in the sentences ‘ ainJraviyavam 
etc.) having the character of mere Preparatory Actions, they stand in need 
of the mention of a sacrifice’ somewhere else; and as such there would 
be nothing incongruous in the fact of such a‘ sacrifice’ being laid down 
by another sentence (‘soména ita, etc.). 

And our way of taking the sentences has the following advantage: (1) 
The singular number in jyotishtoména’ becomes capable of being taken 
directly (and not figuratively, as necessitated by the Pirvapaksha, which 
makes it refer to many sacrifices); (2) we are saved the useless trouble of 
accepting the word soma (in ‘soména yajeta’) as a second name for the 

Jyotishtoma ; (3) nor is it necessary for us to accept the apparently useless 
fact of the sentence in question being a reference to all the other sentences. 
as in the case of the Purvapuksha in connection with the Aghfraguihotra. 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question are 
injunctions of the Animal and the Soma sacrifices. 


Sitra (19): Because of difference, there is a repetition of the 
Action; as the substances are distinct, it would be useless (to 
mention another connection); hence there is a difference (in the 
‘qrahana’); specially as it is subservient to the substance. 


[Sūtra (20) is not specially dealt with by the Vartika; it iş thas: 
. The preparatory action does not differ, because the substance 
being for the sake of something else, it has a subordinate bosition.] 


[Sutra (19) embodies the reply to the objection urged in the text 
on p. 509, beginning with the words ‘ cakyuparihdrantiidam.’} 
As the opponent has not urged the objection based upon the fact of 
the ‘ avadyatz 's being mentioned in a definite order, etc., etc., with reference 
to the Pagu,’ we lay aside this sentence for the present, to be dealt 
o with under Sutra X—vii--1 et seq., where we shall deal with the question 
as to whether the offering should be cut out from the whole anima) or 
krom each of its limbs, or from only one limb, or only from those S : 

ated, namely, the Heurt and the rest. l l 
3 ‘What concerns us now is the meeting of the objection with vefe ence 
to the Soma (as it is with reference to this alone that the objection has 
been levelled against us). And to that we make the following rep| ys S 
If the. Deities. of the sacrifice were separately mentioned directly = 


by the sentences, then alone could they be taken as optional alternatives ‘ 


PAGU AND SOMA YAGAS ARE INDEPENDENT ACTIONS, 715 


as a matter of fact, however, we find that all of them are mentioned as 
being connected with the sacrifice simultaneously. In a case where the 
sentence mentions a relationship independently of everything else, there 
alone could all the deities, serving the same purpose of accomplishing 
the sacrifice, be taken collectively, 

That is to say, if we had such direct injunctions as ‘ aindravdyavena 
yajéta’ or ‘Indraviiyubhyam yagam nirvartayēt’, then, inasmuch as the 
Deities would be pointed out as serving the same purpose, by sentences 
independently of one another, they would.come to be taken as optional 
alternatives. As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, we 
find that they are mentioned as in connection with ‘ grahana,’ and become 
connected with the ‘sacrifice’ only indirectly by means of Content (and 
not directly by the Sentence). And as for the Context, it does not operate 
variously (or separately); and as such it could not connect, with the 
‘sacrifice,’ each individual Deity independently by itself; consequently, 
what actually happens is that all the various grahanas’ having heen 
simultaneously taken as constituting the method (of the sacrifice), the 
Deities mentioned in connection with these (grahanas) not having their 
ends duly fulfilled by that (grahapa) alone, all of them at once, being 
require * by the ‘sacrifice’ dealt with in the Context, become simultane- 
ously connected with it; (and as such there is nothing wrong in their 
being mentioned collectively). 


; and hence each of the deities 5 
ang ~ purpose. On the other hand, we find the: 
T 3 kinds of corns, the rihi aa Yava, serving the same purpose; 
a hence they are taken as optional’ alternatives; specially because each ` 
down as independent of the other, by independent sen- 
Obi, o employed in the sacrifice, ` „ 
li bjectiön : We find that we have actually a sentence atndravayavam 
9dr laying down the deities Indra and Vaya; and hence the 
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“ sentence that follows mattrãvarunam grhnati’ is distinctly recognised 
“as capable of pointing out a deity, independently of the preceding 
„sentence.“ i 

Reply: Itis true that with reference to the ‘grahana,’ the deities 
are laid down independently of one another; but in that case, all of them 
do not serve the same purpose; because being only a purificatory Or 
preparatory action, the yrahanus’ can have only transcendental results; 
and thus varying in each case, and not serving the same end, the various 
deities mentioned cannot be taken as optional alternatives. 

Question: “ But how do you conclude them to have only transcen- 
dental results?“ 

Answer: When a certain thing, having been mentioned in connection 
with the Primary Action, happens to be directly mentioned in connection 
with the Preparatory Action, then in that case, such a thing serves 4 
visible purpose; and so also when, as a matter of fact, the Preparatory 
Action cannot actually be accomplished without that thing. That is to 
say, (1) if the deities having been previously connected with the ‘t sacri- 
fice’ (in the sentence ‘soménu yajeta’) were again directly mentioned with 
reference to the grahanas,—as they are mentioned in connection with the 
nirvapa and the āvāhana; or (2) if without these Deities, the grahana” 
could not be accomplished ;—then the mention of the Deities in connection 
with the grahanas’ would be for the purpose of a visible end, in the | 
shape of recalling to the mind the Deities in connection with the coming 
sacrifice. In the case in question, however, we find that the Deities Indra, 
Vayu, and the rest have not been previously mentioned in connection with 
the Jyotishtoma ; nor is it that without those Deities, the ‘grahanas’ 
could not be accomplished ; and consequently, under the circumstances, 
when we find the ‘ grahana’ mentioned along with a certain Deity, this 
cannot but be taken as fulfilling an imperceptible transcendental et 

Objection : “ When we have come to know that these deities pelo 
to che sacrifice, then, even without a previous mention of these (in oon! 
: ae with the primary sacrifice), we could take all of them as serving 
q — aad purpose of recalling the Deities in connection with that 

| Reply: It is not so; because as a rule, it is at the time f the 

actual Injunction that the purpose served by the factors enjoined is 
after; and hence it is with reference to that time that we should 5 
whether the purpose served is a visible or an invisible oue. Th, 
say, it is at the time of the operation of the sentence ain), 
grhnati’ that we have a want to know what purpose is served be d 
though at that time, we do, somehow or other, come to T n | 
through the Co, the connection of the ‘sacrifice’ with a 


sought 
certain 
at ig to 
yavan 


‘the grahana,’ | 
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which embodies the method (of that sacrifice), yet, inasmuch as the 


Deities themselves are connected with something (i.e., the grahana’) other 


than the sacrifice, and as they themselves have not the form of actions, 
they are not pointed out, by the Context, as serving the purpose of accom- 
plisbing the sacrifice; and consequently, the use (of these Deities) in 
connection with the ‘grahana’ niust be taken as something independent 
of any connection with the ‘sacrifice’; and such a use cannot but be 
invisible (or transcendental). And this transcendental purpose having 
been ascertained at the time of the operation of the Injunction in ques- 
tion, if at the time of the actual performance of the Action therein laid 
down, a certain visible result is found to come about, how could the 
previously ascertained transcendental result be set aside by that? Nor could 
any such visible result (appearing by the way) control the operation of the 
Injunction in question. And thus the connection of the deity, mentioned 
in each of the sentences in question, cannot but fulfil certain transcen- 
dental purposes; and as such all the deities in question must be taken 
as all conjointly (helping the accomplishment of the sacrifice through the 
said transcendental results). 

And unless the ‘grahana’ is not repeated (with each deity), the 
separately mentioned deities can not be connected with the ‘grahana’ 
in accordance with the law that ‘that which is done in connection with 
the Samit is not done in connection with the Zananapata’; and hence 
there mnst be a ‘ grahand (holding) of the Soma, with reference to each 
deity. 

Thus, then, the Sutra must be taken as follows: ‘ tadbhédat,’—z.e., 
ou account of the connection of the deity being different in each case,— 
there must be a repetition of the action’ of grahana; because on account, 
of the distinctness of the substance’, that is to be prepared or purified by 
means of the grahana in connection with the said deities, if any other 
connection were mentioned, ‘it would be wholly useless’; as it would not 
be performed ; and hence ‘ there is a difference ` 


N ; of the yrahana, ‘ because 
it is subservient to the substance’ to be purified (b a 


y that grahana). 
Inasmuch as these ‘ grahanas’ in connection with the various deities 
are mentioned in a section dealing with sacrifices. it follows that, without 
a ‘sacrifice, they cannot prepare the sabatino ‘ Soma’ for the sake of 
any deity ; aud this leads us to the conclusion that there must be a cer 
tain sacrifice, that would establish the relationship of the substances with 
E deities in question, On the other hand, we find that the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
„ iu the sentence soména yajeta’) has no deity laid hes = 
Meer Do tinnetion) ; nor is the requisite deity pointed out either BY 
iby this eclaration, or by Indirect Iudication by the words of the tex’, 10 
e of any sentence; and as for the Context, it can have nothing 


` 
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do in connection with that (. e., the Deity) which is not an Action; and 
hence the Context comes to point out the fact of the ‘ grahanas’ being per- 
formed (in connection with the sacrifice in question). These grahanas’ 
too, not being laid down separately (by the Context, which never operates 
separately), and serving to accomplish only invisible (transcendental) 
results, come to be taken all at once (simultaneously); and through these 
‘grahanas’ we come to take the deities (mentioned in connection with 
them) also collectively. re 8 
Objection : We find that even when certain things are pointed out - 
“ by the Context, if they are found to serve the same purpose, they are 
“ taken as optional alternatives; as for instance, the mantras employed at 
“ the dividing of the sacrificial cake.” . i 
Reply: It is true that they are so taken; but in that case it is not 
the Context alone that operates towards the pointing out of them; because 
the fact of each of the said mantras being connected with each Division 
being pointed out by the Direct Declaration inferred from the indications of 
the words of the mantras, all that the Context does, in this case, is to 
point out that it is at the Division of the Cake in connection with the Darga- 
Piirnamfsa sacrifices that the mantras have to be employed; because of 
their being of no use at other divisions. Hence.even if the Darga and 
the Pirnamdsa were to take up all the mantras collectively, those sacrifices 
would have no capability of taking them up, independently of the inter- 
vening agency of the Division (of the Cake) 2 and this agency is found to 
be connected with many alternatives, and not in a collective form. In the 
case in question, however, the conditions are totally different ; because in 
this case, the intervening agency is that of the ‘ grahanas,’ and it is with 
reference to these that the deities are found to be mentioned collectively ; 
and hence even though the collection, or aggregate, of the deities may be 
capable of being taken up with each grahanu’ separately, yet inasmuch 
as it is through the agency of the ‘grahanas’ that the deities can be taken 
up, what could it do in this case (but point to the performance of the 
collective performance of the ‘ grahagas’ also) p . 
Objection: As a matter of fact, we find that each of the gra- 
„hands has got the capability of helping the Primary Action, by means 
“of the bringing up of the substance ( Soma), and also by pointing out 
“ the requisite deity ; and thus the case of these grahanas being identical 
« with that of the aforesaid mantras, they must be taken as optional 
“ alternatives.” i 
Reply : Such could have been the case, if the sacrifices in question had 
heen previously cognised as having many deities (connected with them) ; 
as then alone could the various bringings up of the substance be taken as 
being for the sake of those various deities. As a matter of fact, however, 
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we find that in the case in question, no such sacrifice with various deities 
has been previously cognised ; and hence the mention of the various pře- 
sentations of the substance must be taken as serving only an imperceptible - 
(or transcendental) purpose. e 
These presentations of the substance, too, must differ from one 
another, on account of the difference among their qualifications (the 
deities) ; as with a single presentation of the substance, it is not possible 
for many deities to be taken, either singly or collectively. Because as for 
their being taken collectively (simultaneously), this’ is precluded by the 
sentences (‘aindravdyayam grhnati,’ ‘maitravarunam grhnati’ ete.) 
which speak of them as appearing one after the other; and (even if such 
simultaneous taking of many deities with a single material were attempt- 
ed) we would have an aygregate (of deities), which would not have 
the character of a sacrificial deity at all, as we have no authority for 
asserting any such character with reference to an aggregate of Indra, 
Vayu and the rest; specially becanse we find each of them mentioned 
separately by means of nominal affixes with each word. Nor is it possible 
for all of them to be taken separately (in connection with the same pre- 
sentation of the substance); because the substance is always laid down 
with reference to the deity ; and it is not possible for a single substance 
to be laid down (by a single sentence) with reference to more than one 
deity. If the substance could be referred to the deities, either prior to, 
or after, the ‘grahana,' then that would be doing something not enjoined 
by the texts. And further, a substance is always referred to a deity in 
such terms as ‘ this belongs to such and such a deity’; and hence if the 
same substance were to be referred to another deity, the former offering 
would certainly be done away with. That is to say, a certain Soma juice 
having been set aside with the expressed idea that ‘this is to be offered 
to Indra and Vayu,’ it is as good as already offered; and as such the 
sacrificer no longer having any control over it, how could he speak of the 
same juice as to be offered to Mitra and Varuna?’ For if an offering 
once made to a deity, were to be made a. 


gain to another deity, it would 
have to be snatched away from the former deity. Or, in view of the 


previous determination (to offer the substance to one Deity), the subse- 
quent determination (to offer it to another) could never be taken as true; 
and in any case, such an action would mean a most unworthy procedare, 
and not the fulfilling of the Vedic Injunction, 
For these reasons, we conclude that the grahana’ must be distinct, 
with each of the deities in question. ; 
Further, even without the actual ‘ grahana’ of the . 
Would be quite possible for us to refer it to a certain deity, no matter in 
what place the substance may be; and as such the injunction of the 
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*grahanas’ could only be with regard to certain transcendental results. 
That is to say a ‘sacrifice’ consists of the action of giving away of 
one’s ownership in favour of a Deity; and this giving away of one's owner- 
ship or possession over the Soma would be quite possible, in whatever 
condition the Soma may be, either in the state of being clarified (without 
putting it into separate vessels), or in any condition after it has been 
purchased ; and hence the injunction of the various rites, purificatory and 
preparatory, of the Soma must be taken as with a view to certain trans- 
cendental results. In a case where the substance laid down is the 
Cake, or some such thing, such preparatory actions as the threshing 
and shifting, etc., of the corn, are found to have a visible result in the 
-shape of the preparation of the Cake (as without those actions, the Cake 
would not be made). In the case in question, however, we have no such 
Injunction as that the offering must be made out of the Soma kept in the 
sacrificial cup, etc. ; because all that the Injunction lays down is the Soma- 
plant; and consequently the ‘grahanas,’ or holdings, of the Soma in che 
various vessels, though serving to bring about distinct transcendental 
results, must be taken as collectively (helping by these results the accom- 
plishment of the sacrifice). 

Then again, in the same Context, we find the sentence ‘ daga mushtir- 
mimité,’ which serves to lay down the measure of the quantity of Somu 
to be employed; and hence we conclude that this sentence qualifies the 
Tnjunction ‘somena yajéta,’ which comes to mean that ‘ the sacrifice is to 
be by means of ten handfuls of Soma.’ And then this definite 


ith . quantity 
of Soma having been pounded with a fixed quantity of water, could not 
be kept in small cups, unless it were ‘held ’ (in the hand) each time that 


it would be kept in a cup; and as such these ‘ holdings ’ 
must be many and distinct (as there are many cups to b 


the Soma juice); and it is by means of the Soma thus hel 
ous cups, that the sacrifice is to be 


8 grahanas 9 
e filled with 
d in the vari- 


to various deities) is not possible, 
for the sake of a definite purpose. 
In view of these facts, we can also 
‘ tadbhedat, Vi. e., because of the diversity of the pre 
a repetition of the action’ of Sacrifice; € because of the separat 
material’ accepted if all of them were not offered up isan, the 
be useless’ ; and hence even thongh in the original Tufuiiotion ihe 5 5 would 
has been mentioned but once, yet there zs a diversity® of 115 s 
because of the fact of the originally enjoined « performance, 


substance being subsery; 
8 575 è i v ý 
to the various conditions mentioned in other sentences. are 


take the Sutra (19) as follows - 
pared Soma— there 29 
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The substance, too. must be offered in the same way as it has been 
held in the various cups ; as. if the whole thing were to be mixed up again, 
the previous holding into separate cups would become wholly useless ; 
and the deities, to whom the cup-fuls have been previously dedicated, 
would not become connected with (pussessed of) their specified shares ; 
nor is it possible for all the deities to he referred to at the time of the 
(single) offering ; hence it is not possible for pesple, afraid of repetition, 
to mix up all the juice aud make a single offering of it; specially as even 
if this were done, it would lead toa confusion of the shares (previously 
specified). And when the shares have been once separately specified, it 
becomes necessary for the other party to clear up the said confusion, unless 
of course he has a scriptural text distinctly laying down such confusion. 
Thus then, it being necessary to make the offering as previously deter- 
mined, it is only when all the deities (and the qrakanas) are taken 
collectively, that the following sentence—dagaitanadhwaryuh prataksavane 
grhniité, āçwino dagamo grhuati, tam trtiyam juholi, etc., ete. (laying 
down the definite order and the summing up of the various ‘ grahanes’ ) 
—becomes explicable. 

Thus then we conclude that the whole forms a single action (of the 
Jyotishtoma). 5 

The use of the present Adhitaraga lies in the fact that, according to 
the Pürrapabsha, among the sacrifices subsidiary to the Soma sacrifice 
(the Jyotishtoma), we would have the performance of the details with 
regard to one cup, and that, too, only once ; whereas, according to the 
Siddhanta, the whole thing has to be done exactly as in the Primary Sacri- 
fice (the Jyotishtoma). 
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-MIKARANA (7). 
(The Differentiation of Actions by means of Number.) 


Stra (21): Because of the fact of its inhering in separate- 
ness, Number would serve to differentiate the Actions. 


The treatment of the three exceptions to the Law relating to the 
Repetition of Words has been finished, and we now proceed to show how 
Actions are differentiated (or distinguished) by means of Number. 

In this connection we should vite such sentences as ‘ tisra Ghutirju- 
hoti? ‘dwādaça dwadagani quhott, which are laid down as co-extensive 
with the actions enjoined by previous originative Injunctions, and which 
are accompanied by definite numbers. 

And on this, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“ Inasmuch as the word ‘juhoti’ is mentioned but once, the action 
laid down is one only; and as for the Number (‘three’ ete.) it could be 


made up by frequent repetitions of the same Action.“ 


SIDDHANTA (A), 


To the above we make the following reply: In the case in weston 
ihe Number 18 mentioned in connection with the Homa, while ied b ing 
eee after it has been enjoined, as in the See of th ian 
: ekidagaprayajan and withont an idea of eee rhe the N A se 
not attain its true character. Nor can the Number be said t Wee. 
by a repetition of the same Action ; because it is . ti be made up 
other way of explaining the number, that it is wan fh, en there is no 
Repetitions, as in the case of the P l © be made up by 


| rayajas, the Upasad 9 2 
which have had their own limits previously ai 1 . 


: . Ta the 0 
question, however, inasmuch as no other i 


Number of the Ac 
previonsly specified, the Number (three) must be t 


separate character of the Actions themselves. 


i ase in 
tion has been 
aken as pointing out the 
And hence as the Number 
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is found to inhere in the separateness of the actions themselves, we cannot 
accept it as referring to the separateness due to the mere repetitions of the 
same action; as we shall show later on, under the siéra ‘ dgamadv® bhyasas- 
yagritatwat ’ (X—v—16). 
Objection: “ Inasmuch as in the first instance, a single Homa has 
“been expressed by the word ‘juhotd,’ it is clear that the Number 
three is to be made up by repetitions of the same Homa.” 

Reply: Not so; the action denoted by the word ‘juhoti’ having no 
material reality (f. e., being incapable of being connected with any Gender, 
Number, etc.), the number (‘one’) cannot apply to it; as for the Number 
(singular) that is denoted by the affix in the word ‘juhoti,’ it applies to its 
Nominative, and not either to the Bhavana or to the Raot-meaning. Conse- 
quently when the word juhoti > would proceed to indicate a single Homan 
indirectly by means of the factof its (the word Jukoti') being mentioned 
only once, we would be stopped, nt the very outset, by the number ‘tl ree’ 
mentioned directly in the sentence, and would beled to accept the Homa 
as qualified by this latter Number, and the action (Hema) would come to 
have so many distinct forms. And hence the three Homas must be taken 
as distinct actions. 

— 0m 


Though the above was the proper representation of the Adhikarana, 
yet the Bhashya has expounded it in connection with the sentence ‘ sapta- 
daca prijaipatyan, etc.’, because he means that ke will establish the fact of 
the Number pertaining to the material also serving to distinguish the 
Actions—a fact that is very difficult to prove. 

The ground of doubt in connection with this sentence may be thus 
explained. In the word ‘ präjāpatyān ’, is the compound ekagesha 
Dwandwa’ to be taken as being formed after the appearance of the Nomi- 
nal Affix (in ‘prājāpatyān `) ?—or is the Affix to be ta 


ken as i 
the compound hns been formed? en as appearing after 


C a A Phot is to say, if the word were explained 

een, gen Cus et, ete’ (the Bhkagesha compound) Pra- 
putih ëshäm dévata iti ‘ Prājāpatyak’ (‘ Prajapati A the deific Affix); 
tan —then the word would denote the relationship of a single substance 
mentioned by the Pronoun ¢ eshu’ with a single Deity (Prajapati) ; 
and in that case the action referred to would be one only. If, how- 
1 the word be explained as “ Prajitpatih devata nasya iti ‘ Prajapatyab ’ 
C Prajapati the Afiix),—Prajapatyagea Prajapalyagea Prajapatyages 
tti Praapatyah (the Ekagesha compound), an, —then the word would 
1 point out seventeen distinct connections of the deity; aud each of 

ese connections implying a ‘sncrifice,’ the Actions referred to could 
not but be seventeen distinct ones. 
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In connection with this doubt, we have the following :— 


PORVAPAKSHA (B). 


“ The Action referred to is oxe only, because in the word Prajapa- 

% we find the plurality distinctly belonging to that which is denoted 
Hi } : a 8118 

“ by the Affix: and as the Vkucésha compound is due to that plurality, the 


“ compounding could not be of the basie noun. That is to say, one who 


“explains the words as § Prajapatyacca Prijdpatyacca, ete.. takes the com- 
“ pound as belonging to the basic nour as well as tothe Aflix ; but the only 
“round for this lies in the Apparent Inconsistency of the plurality in 
“+ Prajapatyan’; but as a matter of fact, we find that the Plirality is 
not found in the basie noun; and as such, this latter cannot be com- 
“ pounded into an ‘ Fkaçesha’ ; nov is it such that the Plurality cannot be 
„referred to the denotation of the Affix, without there being an Lkugéshu 
‘© of the basic Noun; because this Plurality is distinctly expressed, at the 
„time that the formation of the word < Prājāpalyān` is explained, by the 
“ Pronoun ‘ëskām. Thus then, we conclude that the Deity ‘ Prajapati,’ 
t mentioned but once, is connected with many materials. 
“Further, when only a little assumption is found to serve our pur- 
“ pose, it would never do to assume a number of actions, not directly 
“mentioned, and their -lpirvas. That is to say, even if we were to 
“ accept the latter of the two explanations of the word ‘ Prajapatyan,’ we 
“ could not rest with the mere fact of having the compound formed after 
the application of the Affix ; as it would be necessary for us to assume a 
„% number of unseen and unheard-of Actions and their Apiirees; and that 
“ we cannot assume any number of these at our will has already been 
„shown in the Çabdāntarāđhikaruņa (in the beginning of the present 
“ Pada), where we have shown that we can assume, by means of Appa- 
E rent cv ee only that much of the unseen and unheard of, with- 
out which the connection of the mentioned Deity with the eniatiaa 
„ material remains explicable; as the said Apparent Inconsistene Toes 
not warrant any more of the unseen and unheard of, It would, h . 
“be necessary for : » However, 


a É you to assume from one to seventeen Actions and as 

many Apirvas. But as the assumption of the very first of th a as 
Complete all the Primaries (as in the case of the Prayājas ; ese would 
determination to offer the first animal to Prajapati ae n Aia 


to all the other animals, whose case is not found to be PE eL kA equally 
ok the first, —the performance of that single offe ill kass bonn kat 
“all the rest with the sacrifice; and as = ing, 
“ assumption any further, wry On the 


“Then again, the difference of one thing cannot bring 
14 * . D 
“ difference of another; for certainly bec 


ring wW 
such, we coul 


1 about the 
ause of there being distinct 
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pieces, in the shape of the Heart, ete., it does not follow that there arc 
4e different Actions also. That is to say, if the diversity of the materials 
e were to make a diversity among Actions, then there would also be a diver- 
“ sity of Actions on account of the diversity of the pieces of the animal's 
“body, As a matter of fact, however, no such diversity is possible, as 
„ we shall show later on, under Sūtra VI—iii—12; where it is shown that 
“ the whole animal having been laid down as the means of accomplishing 
“ the Primary sacrifice (of the Agnishfoma), and the Animal having to be 
“ given away also as a whole, the fact that the sacrifice is to be accom- 
“ plished by means of the Animal, only as being the source from whieh 
“ the eleven pieces would be obtained, is got at from other sentences ; and 
“as such the ‘cutting of the pieces’ becomes a qualification of the 
u“ Animal, and not that of the Sacrifice. Tu the case in question also, all 
“the seventeen animals being known as the means of accomplishing the 
“ sacrifice, the implied direction would apply the process of one animal 
(of its being cut into eleven pieces) to all the seventeen animals; and 
“ as such there would be nothing very incongruous in the fact of a single 
“ sacrifice taking up (utilising) all the seventeen groups of ‘eleven pieces 
“each. And for these reasons we conclude that the Action referred to is 
“ one only.” ; ic i 
SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply :-- by 

Tf there were only one Action, there would be a single Injanetion (in. 
the form of ‘the Subsidiary Sacrifices ave lo he performed inthe same way 
as the Primary’); and thereby the material to be employed being pointed 
out as a single ‘ eleven-picce’ group (as the Primary makes use of only one 
such group), there would be no use for all the seventeen animals, “That is 
to say, the sentence in question does not rest with the declaration © Prirja- 
pulyfin page, as there is yet another park of Hie sentence to be supplied. 
vie. prakrtival” And if there he n single Action, ib is the ‘ Sarsniya,` 
that is, the Primary in question; and ax si that the ane rifit-t ìs per- 
formed by maang of n single ‘ vn ige , ron. it. follows that 
E ei question thare should be only ane auch pms arahi 

mp, too, in the case of the Primary Saevilies, is supplied by a sing 

antmal~-which is m ; 
IS meant to be signi 


: ae ores i ber 
entimed hy a worl where the singular num 


pame in f Henin im gies: 


fienni, -i would bo the ; 
menus of iè 


tion uso. Anil thus the nction having been accomplished by 
single animal, none of the other sixteen Animals weald herome connected 
ee Prajapati ; and thereby. we would. he > neglecting the Plurality 
expressed in the same worl “ Prajapatyin 9% n nlar bhe namber * seven- 
teen?’ mentioned in the same sontonee. © Wire. ev thé other hand, pe 
idea uccepted is that there uro“ go venteen t sacrifices, then the said 
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ine i à i s, would 
Injunction ‘ prakrtivat, etc.,’ coming in for each of the sacrifices, nee 
b 3 i o z 7 o 
point to as many t eleven-piece’ groups; and kor the sake of si 
n cb Š ; 

o v 7 ani 3 7 if were no 
these. groups, we could have as many auimals, even if they = w 
actually laid down as ‘ seventeen’ ; and there can be no doubt on the poin 
* 7 A . 
when the Number is distinetly laid down. 


Objection: “Tt does not appear quite proper to reject the nae 
“ perceptible singleness of the sacrifice, and assume its plurality on 1 5 
“ground of an implied injunction (‘ prakrtivat, ete. ). For whether ‘he 
“ sacrifice is one or many is ascertained at the time that the ee 
“enjoined; and it is on this Direct Injunction that an Implied or Heian 15 
es Direction (Atidéga) is based; and it is never the case that the Direc 
“ Injunction is based npon the Extended Direction. That is to say, it is 
“ at the time that the Action is originally laid down, that we ascertain the 
fact of its being one only or many; and in all cases the original mention 
“of the Action is by means of a Direct Injunction, and not by an Implied 
“Direction. For, until the Action has actually appeared (as enjoined), 
“there is no question as to its method; and until the method has ap- 
“ peared (and is found to be wanting in certain factors) there is no Karuan 
“Direction. Consequently as the Extended Direction (‘ prakrtivat, ete.) 
is found to appear long after the unity or diversity of Actions has been 
“ascertained, no such Extended Direction can rightly be taken as leading 
dus to accept a diversity of Actions.” 

To the above we make the following reply: It has been shown above 
that whenever there is a doubt, it is always set at rest either by means 
of ‘supplementary sentence’ (Sutra T-~iv—29) or by means of Indirect 
Implications (I—iv—30),; and in the case in question we find that we lates 
both these means available for ascertaining the doubtful point. That is to 
say, in the case in question, it is not by means of the Extended Beeten 
alone that we come to accept the Diversity of Actions ; in fact it is by 
means of the Direct Injunction contained in the word ‘prajapatyan’ 
itself. As this Injunction had, at the first instance, been cognised only in 


irei sot the material, the Deity and the Sacrifice’, it had nothing 
definite to say with regard to the measure 


a (or number) of that sacrifice 

because of ‘the doubt (in regard to tho i sg ; 
i eee . ne Word ea Y at N 

the precedence and eqn rd * prajapatyan’) attaching to 

pound, as pointe 

by the said. number being 


erwards, 
esence of- 
e; and hence the 


beginning, the pr 
hing els 
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Direct Injunction also comes to be taken in a sense that would not be 
incompatible with that Direction. Consequently, even though the interpre- 
tation of the sentence in question is begun with explaining the word 
‘ prūjāūpatyān’ as ‘ Prajāpatirdēratā echãm, fan, — et inasmuch as this 
interpretation is subsequently found to be incompatible with what follows 
(in the Extended Direction), the interpreter, if an intelligent person, does 
not fail to conclude that he had committed a mistake, at the very outset, 
in explaining the said word. There is no such rule as that the "Extended 
Direction must always he in keeping with the idea taken up by us in the 
beginning. Nor is the Extended Direction capable of referring the seven- 
teen ‘eleven-piece’ groups—not mentioned in connection with the Primary 
‘ Saraniya to a single Action; nor again can a single animal be the 
source from which all the seventeen ‘cleven-piece’ groups should be 
obtained ; nor is there any doubt on this point, that would be removed by 
means of the Direct Injunction (in the sentence in question). Nor is 
there an absolute contradiction between the Extended Direction and the 
Direct Injunction, because the full bearing of this latter is still doubtful ; 
and hence there would be nothing to set aside the employing of a single 
eleven- piece group at one sacrifice. 

The fact, too, of the Action referred to being one only is not directly 

enjoined. And in all cases, it is an accepted law that so long as there can 
be a compatibility (between the Direct Injunction and the Extended Direc- 
tion) we cannot take them as contradictory to each other; and in the case 
in question, we find that the two can be made compatible with each other 
by taking the Actions to be many. And hence the co struction of the 
word in question must be taken as “ Prajapatirdevata asya, itt *‘ Prajapa- 
tyah,’” and the ekagésha would imply the mention of the seventeen Praja- 
patyas. And thus, the connections between the Deity and the Material 
being diverse,—just as in the case of the t Agnéya,’ the Agnishomiya,’ 
etc.,—the ‘sacrifices’ referred to cannot but be accepted as many and 
diverse. 
It has been urged above that— the cutting into eleven pieces being a 
“ property of the animal, it would be different with each of the seventeen 
40 animals, even when the Action is accepted to be nae only.” 5 i 

But this is not quite correct; because in the case in question, the 


Implied Direction does not refer to the -Afethod of the Material ; because F 
the want of a Method always arises with reference to an Action; and aa 


auch it stands in need of the properties and qualifications of. the Action. 
(and not that of the Material). That is to say, the desire for the method is 
in the form—‘In what wag is the result to be accomplished by the sacrifice 

of the Prajaputya animal ’P—and not as ‘how’ by the animal?’ In the 
Primary Savaniya sacrifice also, we find that the property. of beiny 
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accomplished by means of the ‘eleven-piece’ group obtained from a single 
animal belongs to the sacrifice, and uot to the animal, as the mention of a 
property of the Animal would be useless; because if the property 
belonged to the Animal, then all that the property would do would be to 
purify the animal; and there would be no use of such a purification, as the 
animal will have been destroyed (before the oftering is made). As for the 
sacrifice, there is a distinct purpose served by its accomplishment, as also 
by the accomplishment of its Apūrva; and hence the cutting: of the ele 
pieces, ete., could all very well be taken as the metho: by which the saon 
fice and its Aparva would be accomplished. Thus then, a single sacrifice 
cannot take up more than one * eleyen-piece group; and when no morg 
than one such group would be used, more than one animal too could n 
be taken up. Though some people might think that the fact of A 
source of the pieces being one only is set aside by the mention of the 
number seventeen, and hence we can take the single group of eleven- pieces 
out of more than one animal, — yet, even then, only eleven animals would 
be necessary (for the cutting out of the eleven pieces), and not seventeen, 
The Bhashya represents the opponent as declaring that—“ i a 
single sacrifice, we could make un offering of the seventeen feen pu 
groups.” And the sense of this assertion is this: “ Fearing the 
necessity of having to assume an unseen factor, we take the word 
‘pagu’ as indicating the ‘ Piece-Group’ through its proximity to the 
Sacrifice, and the number ‘ seventeen’ may be taken as specifying that 
Group.” i 
But this cannot be; because in the case in question we find no ground | 
for the said Indication. So long as there is no incongruity (in the Direct 
Signification) we cannot rightly have recourse to Indication, And then 
what the sense of the sentence comes to be, according to yon, is this: 
Seventeen animals should be taken up, and a single sacrifice should be l 


accomplished by means of a single eleven-piece group obtained from a 
. S 3 1. ESE PN 2 s i 

ers animal’ ; certainly such a performance would neyer be pos- 
sible ! 


If it be urged that the Number 


elsewhere, then too, it wonld come 
ou 


mentioned in one place could be taken 
den e. anc me to be taken along with the sacrifice: 
e greater proximity of this with the Apūrvu (and thus 
we would have seventeen sacrifices, and not ove). And we haye already 
explained above that we cannot rightly set aside any part of tl ° K 5 un 
tive sentence, unless we find it to be actually incompatible 1 

As for the necessity of assuming an uns 
sufficient anthority 
nothing wrong in it. 


pr BR) byo Ietnos forward another theory, in the 
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gragabhipraya varndbhipraya riipabhipraya va abhavishyan.” This has 
been brought in as a solvent for the sentence that lays down the whole 
animal as the offering; and the sense of the sentence is that—“ from among 
„various animals that may have either seventeen horns, or seventeen 
„colours, or seventeen shapes, one is to be made the Prajapatya.” es 
In reply to this it is said in the Bhashya: But the animale are subse« 
quently laid down clearly as ‘black, horniess,’ (and hence the ‘seventeen-_ 
coloured’ or the ‘seventeen-horned’ ones could not be meant). And 
hence we conclude that there are seventeen sacrifices. „ l 
The use of the Adhikarana is this: Though the Parvapakshi does 
not wish it, yet, in accordance with his theory, only one animal would be 
the means of accomplishing the sacrifice, and the other sixteen would be 
taken up only for the purpose of making up its enjoined number (‘ seven- 
teen); and hence the Pieces would have to be cut out of that one animal ; 
consequently if there would be anything amiss in this cutting ont, it would 
be necessary, not to take up another animal for the cutting out of the 
pieces only, but also another batch of sixteen for the purpose of making 
up the enjoined number with reference to this newly-brought animal. Or 
again, when the purification of the first batch of sixteen would be only 
half done, if even one becomes amiss,—with reference to that, then and 
there, it would be necessary to repeat all of them over again (while 
according to the Siddhanta, each animal being used in a distinct sacri- 
fice, if there was anything amiss with one, that one alone would have to 
be replaced, and not all), 
Objection: “In the case of the contiguous (or joint) performance of 
many sacrifices, we find that if there is anything wrong with the 
performance of any one of them, then, in accordance with the law laid 
“down under the Sūtra VI—v—56, while the other sacrifices haye vet to 
be performed, what is performed over again is only that one sacrifice, 
and not all of them; and the same rule might very well hold in the case 
in question, where we have a combined or joint material.” ; 
Reply : This is not possible; because in the case in question, we find 
that the capability of accomplishing the sacrifice in question inheres in 
5 . the samo object, d. e., the seventeen animals taken as a single 
ae n as such, like the uumber, it appertains to all of them taken col- 
ectively; consequently the Purificatory rites upäkarawa and the rest—of 
; 3 a whole; consequently, when even a 
single animal out of these would die during the purification, there would be 
5 e of the exact Material for accomplishing the sacrifice ; and 
nce, even though the other animals he quite intact, the purificatory rites 
of the material as a whole would have gone wrong; and as such these 
rites wonld have to be done all over again, But even when a fresh 
92 
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animal would be brought in, the rites would appertain to that animal only, 
as forming the Material for the sacrifice; and as the exact character of 
the Material would not be attained by that one animal unless it be accom- 
panied by the other sixteen animals,—it would be necessary to bring in a 
fresh batch of seventeen animals, each time that there may be the slightest 
mistake during the performance, 

In accordance with the Stddhénta, on the other hand, each of the 
animals has the character of the Material, independently of the others; 
and what is done is only the performance of the sacrifices together ; and 
hence in this case if there is anything wrong with regard to one animal, 
it is that one alone that has to be replaced. 

Objection: “ If what you say is true, then, according to the Parvapak- 
“ sha, in the case of the Injunction ‘ Stotragastréshu tancaturbhiradutté,’ 
“if there happens to be something wrong in the reciting of one Mantra, 
“ all the Mantras would have to be repeated.” 

` Reply: Not so; in that case each Mantra forms a distinct means by 
itself, and what the lujunetion does is only to mention them collectively, 
As a matter of fact, in all that the Mantrus lo. with regard to the making 
up of the Hymns, etc., they have each a distinct capability of supplying 
a distinct want (in the shape of the pointing out of the requisite Deity, | 
eg.) ; as otherwise all of them would form a single sentence (according 
to the Sutra II—i— 46). Thus then the fact is that each Mantra having 
fulfilled its own specific function, the effects of all these functionings com- 
bine to bring about another effect (in the shape of a transcendental 
potency, etc.), and the character of aiding the facrifice does not belong to the 
Mantras taken collectively. In the case of the seventten Animals, however 
it is found to belong to them taken collectively as a single whole. i 

Objection: The effects of the 
“ there were anything wrong with on 
repeated. 

Reply: Not so; because wh 
cause (the Mantra), there could 
action of man appertains to 
all performances should be 
by those in the effects). 
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ADHIKARANA (8), 
[The Differentiation of Actions by Names.] 


Sūtra 22): Name also (serves to distinguish Actions) ; be- 
cause of its occurring in the originative Injunction. 


The Differentiation of Actions by means of Accessories and Context. 
bristling with many discussions, is postponed fora future occasion ; and 
we proceed to consider the case of Name. 

[In connection with the sentence ‘athaisha gyotik, atha vigvazyotih. 
atha sarvajyotih,’ there arises the following doubt Do these names only 
serve to refer to the Jyotishtoma, for the purpose of laying down ‘x 
thousand’ as the sacrificial gift in connection with it + or do they lay 
down other Actions at which that is the sacrificial gift? And on this 


we have the following! i 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the words. utha’ and ‘ésha’ stand in need of some- 
“ thing that has gone before, and as the rejection of the original subject 
and the taking up of another is a faulty process,—it follows that the 
various names apply to the single sacrifice ‘ Jyotishtoma,’ for which, as 


question to be the names of the same Action, we are saved the neces- 
“ sity of assuming (1) another Action, (2) an Apiirva in keeping with 


i that Action, and (3) wholly unheard of methods for the accomplishment 
a oS that bla, efe., ate, ; and there would be the further advantage that 


‘a thousand’ could be taken as laying 


“not have to set aside 


te ‘ 
u tions o Context), If the sentences in question were to pe raat 

Of other Actions, there would be no use for the word atha, 9 
t refers to Something gone before; for one sacrifice does not s ; 
e another; nor does any significance attach to any order o 
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‘t sequence among the sacrifices, (that are independent of one another) 
4 ag we shall show later on. And hence the word ‘atha’ cannot be taken 
„ as signifying this order of sequence. 

“Nor does the Name express a Bhavand; nor is the Rvot-mearning 
“found to be mixed up with the Name, in the sentences in question, as 
„ ig the case with the root yaji’ (which is often mixed up with names of 
“ sacrifices); and as such there could be no idea of difference among the 
“ Root-meanings. Nor again is the Name an injunctive word, whereby it 
“could urge people to other actions (than the Jyotishtoma) ; and 
80 long as the human agent is not urged into activity, even if a 
difference could be cognised, we could attach no significance to it, 
exactly as we do with regard to the singular number in graham 
(in the sentence ‘ graham sammarshti’). The injunctive word (in the 
„sentence 2téna sahasradakshinéna yajeta’) that we have in connection 
„ with these sentences, is taken up by the mention of the accessory detail 
(in the shape of the sacrificial gift of ‘a thousand’) ; and as such it 
cannot pertain to the form of any Action. If the Injunctive word were 
„ not thus set aside, then too, the difference of the two ‘sacrifices’ would 
be based upon the repetition of the word jet, and not upon the 
James. 

“The mention of a Result also does not give rise to the idea of dif- 
“ ference among Actions, in accordance with the Sūtra II—iii—26. Or, it 
„ nay be that inasmuch as the ‘gift of a thousand’ rests upon the 
+! previously mentioned Jyotishfoma, the particular result mentioned in 
“ connection with this a aap Ss tuken as following from the employ- 
ce ment of this accessory gift’ in connection with the same Jyotishtoma; 
“just as the employing of different accessories (at the inp 8 08 
1 sach as 1 —3 1 and ‘milking vessel,’ is laid down, np 

oe 1 shape of the obtaining of 
6e a new one. ` 


with a view 


an orgun of sense 
And thus, too, the Action referred to cannot 


„»In the case of the words ‘ Jyotth,’ et 
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To the above we make the following reply: When no word expres- 
sive of the Action has been used, the name that happens to be mentioned 
first cannot but give rise to the idea of something new. That is to say, 
in a case where the Action has been already laid down by means of a 
previously pronounced Verb, before the Name comes to be mentioned, the 
unity or diversity of the Actions concerned having, in this case, already 
been ascertained elsewhere by means of the verb, the subsequently appear- 
ing Name would not distinguish the Actions. In the case in question, 
however, we find that the name is mentioned in connection with an 
Action that has yet to be laid down (by the subsequent sentence atana 
sahasradakshinéna yajéta’) ; and as such, like the Number, it must be 
expressive of Separateness. Because in all cases, it is most improper to use 
one word in more than one sense, or to express one thing by more than one 
word; and hence whenever we come across a new thing, we look for a new 
name; and vice versa, whenever we find a new name we look for a nes 
thing. When, however, we directly perceive both of these to be the same 
that has been known before, then this perception sets aside the weaker 
authority of the aforesaid character of the Name. But so long as there is 
no such recognition of identity, there is nothing to set aside the idea of 
difference naturally afforded by the difference of Names. 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that entirely different 
from the previously mentioned Jyotishtoma, there is, later on, a new name 
‘atha gauh’; and as this latter has apparently no connection with what 
has gone before, it cannot bring about any idea thereof; and hence it 
gives rise to the notion of something else coloured by itself (i. e., the 
name gaz). And then we proceed to look out, in what follows as well 
as in what has gone before, for that thing of which thi 
we find that all the yujasis’ that hay 
been absorbed by, the Jyotishtoma ; 
else, or have any other name; 
wards (in the sentence gna sah 
of the mention of the Result, 
laying down of something else 
and as such the Injunction itself 
yet, inasmuch as, according to 


(L. e., the accessory gift of ‘a thousand). 
does not serve to distinguish the Action,— 
. Sūtra 1I—i—49, on account of the inter- 
vention of an unconnected word ‘gauh’ (between the passages dealing 
Al the Jyotishfoma and the sentence ‘ athaisha Jyoti, eto. ), the 1755 
gauk’ does not very well fit into what has gone before ; and hence the 
idea of what has gone before not presenting itself at the time 5 
sentence ‘atha gauk' appears, the continuance of the previous Context 
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is broken off, and the mind naturally seeks for something else ; and the 
subsequent ue tu presenting itself to this expectant mind 
incapable of referring to the Jyolishtoma sacrifice, 
possessed by another name, 


„and being 
which is already 
—and turns itself to an object other than 
the taking up of that the continuation of which has been broken off. 
Consequently then, the subsequent ‘yaji* being separated from the 
previous Context, by the river of the name (. gauh’), cannot go over to 
it; nor does the previous context go over to it; and hence perforce it goes 
over to another object. 


Thus, then, the word ‘atha,’ not being able to be taken as signifying 


either a reference to what has gone before, or immediate sequence, is 
taken as serving the purpose of introducing another Action, The word 
‘esha’ also, being expressive of that which is perceptibly near it, is 
as applicable to what has gone before as to what appears subsequently, 
because both are equally perceptibly proximate to it; and hence the 
signification cf this word does not affect the discussion. 

As for the rejection of the previously mentioned and the acceptance 
of that which has not been mentioned, as it 
strength of the Direct Mention of the N 
in it. 

Says the Bhashya: Nasiimimah punakcrutayuh (these are not mere 
titions of those); and the sense of this is that as the 
have been used for the very first time, there can he n 
being mere repetitions, That is to say, they are not mentioned with refer- 
ence to a previously enjoined Action, 

And further (according to you), 


etc.’ would become redundant; as even withont these, the 
in the shape of the 


gift of a thousand,’ ete., 
down. 

Tben, too, in accordance 
same Action as the previous 
hundred’ has already been laid down in connecti 
the mention of ‘a thousand, ’ With reference t 
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— at the latter 
Accessory is laid down. 
And further the relationship of the Name, the Accessory and the 
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Result with the ‘sacrifice’ mentioned subsequently, is based upon Syntac- 
tical Connection; while that with the previous Jyotishtoma would be based 
upon Context (which is weaker than the former) ; and for this reason 
also the Actions must be regarded as different. 

Nor are the words Jyotih” etc. in the case in question (necessarily ) 
the parts of the word Jyotishtoma’; because the name Rathantara’ (of 
one kind of Sama) is not recognised as a part of the name Kanvarathan- 
tara’ (another kind of Sama). As for the sentence ‘vasanié cusanté 
Jyotisha yajéta,’ we take the word as indirectly indicating the Jyotishtoma 
(and not directly expressing it), because of this fact being pointed out by 
other means of right notion. In the case in question, however, we do not 
find any such other means, whereby the word Jyoti could be taken as 
referring to the Jyot/shtoma.’ As for the use of the word Jyolik with 
reference to the Trivit, etc., in the sentence ‘étdni jyotinshi, ete., such 
use must be taken in a secondary sense, allowable in this sentence alone, 
on account of the fact of the two being spoken of (in the sentence) as 
co-extensive ; and as such this sense could not be accepted in all cases. For 
instance, though in the case of the sentence sizho mdnavakahk,’ the word 
*stvtha’ is taken as referring to the Boy (Manavaku), only in its secondary 
sense of Brave, etc., yet when the word ‘sitha’ is used in another sen- 
tence, e.g., ‘Sizham@labhéta, it is not taken in the same secondary sense 
(but in its direct sense of the Lion). 

Thus then, we conclude that in consideration of the direct significa- 
tion of the words Jyotih, etc., these nnmes must be taken as diferentiat- 
ing the Actions referred to by them from what has been mentioned before. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
(Differentiation of Actions through their Deities.) 


Sittra (23): An accessory also (serves to differentiate Actions), 
when it is a new one, and incapable of being connected with the 
foregoing (action); because both the sentences are equally (inde- 
pendent of each other). 


Before dealing with the differentiating of Actions by Context, we 
proceed to consider the Diversity and Unity of Actions hased upon their 
Accessories. 

In connection with the Odturmasya sacrifices, with reference to the 
Vaigvadeva Parva, we find the sentence ‘ vatgrvadevyamiksha,’ which 
serves to lay down the sacrifice implied by the connection between the 
Material and the Deity herein mentioned ; and following on this we find 
the sentence ‘vdjibhyo vajinam.’ And on this point there arises the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an accessory Mate- 
rial for the sacrifice laid down by the former sentence, or does it serve to 
lay down a distinct sacrifice implied by the particular connection of the 
Material and the Deity mentioned in itself ? 

Though there was a third alternative also 


k possible, namel th 
the Material and the Deity mentioned in t guy ae both 


he second sentenc 


Paurnamasi sacrifice, that it is not possibl 
laid down in connection with an Action that h 
by a previous sentence. as: boon already enjoined 


devas) of that sacrifice, or is it conne ; 
another sacrifice and another Apūrya ? ned with another Deity (Vāji), 
On this, we have the following — 


PURVAPA KSH A. 
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Because of the word Vāji’ being taken as one who hus vāja or Food, 
“ and the Food meant being the Gmzksh@ that has been laid down in the 
immediately preceding sentence (‘ Vacgvadevyamikshi’), it is the 
“ Viguedévas themselves that are denoted by the word ‘ Vajibhyah’; and 
the action too referred to in this second sentence being the same as that 
“ laid down in the former sentence, what this second sentence does ix to 
lay down a new Material, in the shape of the Vajinu. 

“ That is to say, we do not know of any such deities as the ‘ Vajis ’ ; 
“and no unknown meaning of words can serve to complete the meaning 
“of a sentence; but as a rule, whenever the meaning of a word as a 
„whole is unknown, what we do is to accept the meaning that ia afforded 
“ by its constituent parts; and in the case in question we find that in the 
first sentence, the Vigredevas are represented as ‘ Vaji’? hecanse of 
“their having the Amiksha (which is a Fond, ‘ Vāja’); and then these 
“ same Deities being understood, in the second sentence, to be connected 
with the material Vajina,’ they cannot be set aside from this connec- 
tion (because there is no other known meaning of the word“ Vāji’ as 
“a whole). These Deities (the Vigvedévas) ave already impressed with 
the connection of the sacrifice previously implied by the first sentence; 
“ consequently, when, with a view to establishing their relationship with 
“the material Vājinu, we come to assume a ‘sacrifice,’ we find that 
“ there is no reason why we should set aside the sacrifice that is pointed 
out by the word ii (which is synonymous with Vigvadevas, and as 
such points to the saeritice implied in the former sentence); and while 
“we have that sacrifice, there arises no further Inconsistency with 
< regard to anything else; and hence we conclude that in the second 
a „ we have the same secrifice, the same Apūrva and the sume 
10 f is 88 those in the previous sacrifice ; and as such there is no reason 

Pes any other sacrifice, 
‘asa 15 pe 0 we conclude that in view of the two sentences in 
“p ertaining to eig Materials, Amiksha and Vajina, must be taken 
‘alternatives, or b 5 sacrifice, to be employed in it either as option 

H honek ataa olamiy, 

60 onga it is true that the Amiksha is laid down in the seme 

sentence that Inys down the anori h this being the more 
“ authoritative of the two eee tand i pe Y i taken either a8 
alternatives or conia: 5 they onnnot both be 10 e 
to extract the | Jointly ),—yet what the sentence 85 hag lap lowe 
“a fresh Mater; pores from the previons sentence, ze oe Materials 
would b ee (Vajina) for ane i aa ey DA of fact, the 
re ° Aually authoritative), Though, as 0 s d tho Material, 
“ and it ie 18 implied by the connection of the Deity „„ 

not mentioned directly as extracted (from the P 
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t tence), yet there is always an idea of the sacrifice being something that 
is implied as apart from the Material, etc. ; on account. of its having 
the character of an Action. Or it may be that what is implied in the 
second sentence is the word yaga’ (from the previous sentence); and 
this does not disappear even when the Am*ksha (of the previous 
sentence) has ceased to exist (in the second); and the word“ vāji’ 
(in ‘eājibhyah ’} too is put in only for the purpose of indicating the 
* sacrifice implied by it (as:Aynonymous with ‘ Vigrederas’ of the pre- 
‘vious sentence). Nor is the connection between the“ Vaji’ and the 
Pa ina understood to be independent of that sacrifice; because 
there can be no mutual relationship between the two nouns them- 
- selves. 

For these reasons we conclude that the action mentioned in the 

second sentence is not different from that laid down in the first.” 


SIDDHANTA., 


To the above, we make the following reply :— ; 

Inasmuch as the sacrifice laid down by the first sentence has 
already a Material mentioned for it, another Material (mentioned in the 
second sentence) cannot possibly belong to it; and hence the mention 
of sucha material, for the sake of establishing its relevancy, could not 
but indicate another Action. 

The meaning of the Sutra thus comes to be this: Inasmuch as the 
‘Guna’ (material) is new and incapable 1 es, connected with the pre- 
vious Action, it gives rise to the idea of a distinct Action; Specially as 
the two sentences are equal, t.e.. independent of each other. That is to 
say, each of the two connections between Deity and Material (that the 
two sentences speak of), not allowing the presence of the other, 
patible with itself, lays down a distinct Action. 

Ohiec ron: I.. is true that when the subsequently me 
“gory is found to be inapplicable to the previously mention 
= indicates another Action. But in the case in question, 

“ accessory, ‘Vajina,’ be connected with the p 
ice or its Deity ? ” 
Reply : n . 
that Action —— eee i a non-connection lies in the fact of 
k — : 2 ady laid down as something el 
But why cannot both the materials be used jointly ? * ** 

Because when a number of things are found to 
purpose, they are always taken as optional alternative 
under the Sutra XII —iii—19, 


Then they may be taken as optional alternatives.” 


us incom- 


ntioned necces- 
ed Action, it 
why cannot the 
reviously mentioned sacri- 


to serye the same 
8, as we shall show 
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But that is not possible; because the two are not equally strong in 
the authority of their applicability to the same sacrifice. 

We proceed to show this inequality: The connection of the Vipre- 
devas and the Action mentioned in the first sentence, with the Amiksha, 
is one that is directly mentioned by the word (‘'Vargvadévi’) ; while that 
of those with the Vagina’ is indicated by the sentence (‘ vajibhyo vñj i- 
nam ). And in all cases, there are three methods of mentioning the 
Deity : (1) By means of the deific nominal affix, (21 by the Dative case- 
ending, and (3) by means of the words of the Mantra used; and among 
these that which precedes is always more authoritative than that which 
follows. 

Objection : -+ The mantra being non-injunctive, it is only natural that 
“it should be weaker in authority than Direct Assertion: but why 
„should there bea difference of strength between the Nominal Affix 
“and the Dative case-ending ? ” ö 

Reply: It is by Direct Assertion that the connection of the Deity 
is mentioned by means of the Nominal Affix; whereas in the case of the 
Dative ending, that connection is expressed by the syntactical connection 
between the two words lying in close proximity to each other. 

For instance, in the case in question, in the case of the word 
‘ vaiguadevi,’ the presence of the Deity (Tigvedévus) is expressed by the 
Direct Denotation of the word; while in the case of the Dative ending 
(in ‘Vajibhyuh’) it is implied indirectly by the proximity (and syntacti- 
cal connection) of the two words in the sentence vājibhyo vajinam’ 
(and certainly Direct Denotation is always stronger than Indirect Im- 
plication by syntactical connection). 

; Objection : “In the case of the sentence vaigrudevyamiksha’ also 
g the Seide between the Deity Vigvedévas and the material t Âm- 
y 1 cons by the proximity of the two words in the sentence ; 
u PAR ial ota 5 the fact of the connection being implied by 
character of the Deis 2 “aly pre e bay 755 
“ while it is onl 1 y = mentioned directly by the word eee oie 
“ implied by the A nt i V'Üñä a ae ie 
“ case in the oe 1 connection. —then this is also found 5 bejn 
mentioned direct] . . 5 15 ere 155 
the connection of tl 9 l ending (m cue | aoe 
connection. If de material Vajina that is eps x sith mate- 
“rial in „ ; ral 15 5 T Ren ue tha conneen ar a ‘fix what 
too would i C S „ sentence as well. 
“ Because a e found to be the case with the other 555 
i e single word ‘ vājibhyah’ directly denotes 
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the receiver of the offering : and as this character would not he possible 
without an objet to be offered, some such object in general would be 
indicated by the said Direct Denotation itself: and all that the 
proximity of the word *Vajinu’ would do would be to specify that object. 
“And further, granted that the Direct Denotation of the Nominal 
Affix mentions the connection with some material in general; even then, 
inasmuch as the“ Vajina’ also is included in the ‘ object in general,’ there 
would be nothing incongruons in taking this latter also as the specified 
“material for the same sacrifice (as held by us): the onl¥ incompati- 
“ bility would be between the two particular materials, the Amiksh@ and 
“the * Vagina’: and both of these being equally indicated by syntactitval 
~“ connection, there would be no difference between the authoritative charac- 
`“ ter of these. And as such they must be taken as optional alternatives.” 
Reply : The Nominal Affix does not denote the Deity of the material 
in general: what it does is to express the Deity of the particular material 
mentioned by the word ‘asya’ (which is present in the expression ‘ sa’sya 
erat. which expresses the presence of the Nominal Affix). 
For instance, in the ease in question, the Nominal Affix in the word 

alete; being explained as + rigvédera devat® asyāh’, the pronoun 
‘usyh’ expresses, not the material in general, but the partienlar material 
in close proximity with itself ; specially as it is only a particulir object, 
and not the indefinite generic class ` object ', that is capable of being utilised. 
Consequently that the object expressed by the basic noan ( Vieredorāh ay 
is name of the Deity of the particular material pointed out by other : 
is the direct denotation of the Nominal Affix in + Vaiçradēri 
then, the idea of the particular material. as bearing in itself the 
cular relationship, and as being subservient to the Deity, 
directly by the word with the Nominal Alix, independently of every other 
word; and we proceed to look out for the particular materin] ‘ 
Deity has been mentioned by means of the Nominal Ais. : 
that this is pointed out by mems of the word + imiksha : 
the connection (between the Material and the De ; 


before the appearance of the qualified ide 
vane Jodine >i 
of an Indirect Indication, lhough as 


words, the basic noun and the 
their own that follow close 
osely upon each other. 


that the I a. in question is conta meg n 

in question Vaipradevt ) as tlie pA fett, in the case of the yap 
the Deity) appears in the sa, relationship (of the Material sli 
F “ame word (as the members related), it has a 
i stronger authority than that which is indicated is iie 
the proximity of two words ( väjibhyo vajinam "ik ent eens Secu _ rr 
that it is spoken of as ‘directly denoted by the word, S reason 


. 
* 


. 
— 


means. 

Thus 
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whose 
and then it is 


; And thus as 
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® matter 
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8 1n this case no need 


of fact, in the case of all 


ependent, Significations of 
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Thus then, in the sentence raigvudevyamiksha” there are two relation- 
ships: (1) the Relationship of the Material with the Deity, and (2) the 
Relationship of the quilifier and the qualified; anc of these the former 
is directly mentioned by the word, while the latter is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection. of x 

For this reason, the qualification of the word ‘dmiksha’ by the word 
‘ vaiçvadevī ’ is not through the meaning of these. words; us it is 
in the case of the expression wilotpalam’; what the fact is, is that the 
Nominal Affix itself directly denotes the Amiksha together with the Deity 
(Vigvedevah); aud the particular materinl referred to (by the pronoun 
‘asyak’ in the expounding of the Nominal Affix) is indicated by the 
proximity of the word amiksha.’ 

That is to say, in the case in question, it is not that the word with 
the Nominal Affix denoting one object, and the word ‘ @mikshd.’ denoting 
another, the qualification of one of these by the other applies sub- 
sequently; because this relationship is expressed, at the very outset, by the 
word with the Nominal Affix; but what actually happens is that the word 

sith the Nominal Affix having the capability of expressing that which 
cannot ve utilised (that is, the Materia! in general), it stands in need of the 
proper particular object for itself; and then what the additional word 
tamiksha; does is to present to it this particular object ; and thus, as n 
matter of fact, throngs the proximity of the word ‘@miksha,’ tie word 
` gaigrudéci’ itself denotes the material ‘@miksh@.’ Nor does the word 
‘Amiksh@’ in that case come to be a mere reference to the ‘dmikshi’ 
denoted by the word ‘ vacgradéct’; because without that word, the word 
with tue Nominal Aifix is not cognised as having that (Amiksh@) for its 
vbject. Nor does the Amilesh become the meaning of the sentence ; 
because tiat which is denoted hy the word with the Nominal Affix is not 
known to have a separate existence. As a matter of fact, we havea 
sentence, ‘nly when tbere are at least two independent denotations of 
5 a 3 all that the word ‘dmiksha’ does is to bring forward 
it does ae Eon: wee more e sar ae | 
direct Geno ien f i 3 distance (aud thereby render wea er) 

It is witha ie 8 N ie | i ation: ‘It 
is by the Direet Donen this that we have the following len ing of tbe 
second word (‘ dm a 9 0 „ rine Ne ninal 
Affix, all the tł 3 . ie dae 
ica 18 foe : 3 (the Pronoun, the Affi x and the Amiksha) kna ihon 
istic d i „ i V je taa Aesskihä . 
1 el oted by the word ‘ vutgvadevi' is that ; 8 88 A Ta 1 thiis onae; 
ihe be connected with the Deity Vigvedevak. An hake dong 

ination is between the words, and not between el 
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In the case of the sentence *Vajibhyo vajinum’ on the other hand, 
the case is wholly different. 

Because. jirst/y. in the sentence ` vajibhyo vajinam, the material to be 
offered is not denoted either by the noun ‘ n, or by the Dative affix 
-fin the word rde: nor do any of these express the connection of 
that Material with the Deity ; and hence we cannot cognise these by any 
other means save the syntactical connection (of the two words). That is 
to say, in the word ‘vajihhyah,’ either the basic noun, or the affix. or both 
vf them togethe: ‚express either the material in general, or a partienlar 
Material, or the connection of some Material with the Deity ; all that the 
word denotes is that th: object signified by the noun is the recipient ; 
and certainly there is no idea of the relationship of the material 
included in the Ford; and hence it has to be cognised by means of the 
syntactical connection, based upon the proximity of the word! vājinum.’ 

And secondly, in the case of the word ° vaievadévi’, we find that the 
signification of the Pronoun `asyāh’ is included in the Nominal Affix; but 
in the ease of the word vajibhyuk® the Dative is not iaid down in the 
sense of ‘that of which the object signified by the basie nonn is the 
receiver of the gift.’ That is to say, in the case of the former, we tind that 
the Nominal Affix has been laid down by grammarians in the sense of 
that of which the object signified by the basic word is the Deity `: while 
the Dative has not been laid down in the sense that that which is signi- 
fed by the basic noun is the receiver of that ia certain gift)’; and as 
such in the case of a word with the Dative ending, there can be ü 
indication of the meaning of the Pronoun ‘asya’; and as a matter of 
fact, what such a word actually expresses is the mere character of the 
Recipient; and hence, it is only on account of the inconsistency of th 
mention of a ‘ recipient, without the ` object to be received,’ that th : 
with the Dative can give rise to a desire on our part for tibia = 4 e word 
und certainly this does not make this thing to be direct] ch thing ; 
that word : as, in that case, all that is signified by th M expressed by 
become the denotation of that word. J : e sentence would 

ad desire (raised by 


— quisite relationship when the 
v 155 such desire raised by the 
"Ing about the Said relation- 


Thus, then, though the Dative 
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(than that of the Amikshā with the Vigeederus, because this latter is men- 
tioned directly by the Nominal Affix in the word ‘ vaiçradevi. 

Further, it is a well-recognised fact that that which is expressed directly 
by the word is more nearly related. to, ib than that which is indicated by 
syntactical counection, this latter beiny very much remoter than the former: 
and hence we proceed to show\how, what you hold fo he the sense of tlie 
sentence vājibhyuh, etc. | is far remote (from the direct signification of the 
words). (l) For instance, in the case in qnestion, the relationship of the 
amiksha (with the Vigvedéras) being in close proximity tò the word, is . 
recognised as being expressed directly by the word: while the relationship 
of the vājina with the Ferrederus being far removed, is récognised as 
indicted by syntactical connection. Though the Nominal Affix (in 
‘ Vurgeadévi `) does not express the fact of the V crederus being the Deity 
of the particular Material (d@miksh@), yet it does express the fact of their 
being the Deity of some Material in general: while the word with the 
Dative ending does not express Anything with regard to any material. 
either general or particular: and this makes a grèat difference hetween 
the two cases. It has been argued above that the material in general 
expressed by the Nominal Affix in‘ Vaigradart’ could also pertain to the 
vajyina ‘which would thus come to have the Vigvedérus for its Deity ). 
But this is scarcely correct ; because in the word raꝛpvaderi we find 
a feminine ending, which, though appenring in connection with the 
generic term. yet distinctly points to the fact that the material meant 
must be that which is mentioned by a word in the feminine gender that 
may be found in close proximity with the former word ; and none of these 
conditions (which are fulfilled by the amiksha) are found to be fulfilled 
by the wayina, as it is neither mentioned by a word in the feminine gender, 
nor is it in close proximity with the word“ vaiçvudêri”; and as such this 
latter is not accepted as the material in connection with the Viçve- 
divas. 

(2) The relationship of the vajina with the Vajins is not mentioned in 
the form vdyrbhęo vd inum kuryéit »; and hence for the mention of that 
relationship, we must supply some word expressive of ‘giving’ and the 
like. As for the word * kuryiit’ (denoting performability), this has got 
to be supplied even in the *entence dealing with the ämikshā, vither from 
above, oF out of the final sentence laying down the actual performance o: 
the Action in question ; and ag such the question of the expression of fon 


performablity has not been urged against the opponent. In the eee 


gib ho vajinun, however, the snid relationship is wholly unvogniss 
until the root ‘da?’ Sto vive) is supplied from above; thongh in the 
expression +‘ varpvudéryfimiksha’ (we have the relationship 1 
expressed by the Nominal Affix, which leaves nothing that could have to 
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And the reason for this is that in all — 
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vajina. Because the Dative is not, like the particular Nominal Affix, laid 
down by grammarians as denoting the Deity; as all that it is said to 
express is the character of the Recipient; and certainly the Recipient 
is not the same as the ‘ Deity’ ; for in the sentence ‘he gives the gold to 
Atrsya, Atreyn cannot be taken as a Deity. If the Deity were the 
(same as the) Recipient, then there would be no difference between 
giving and sacrificing. Then again, that object which operates towards 
the accepting of a gift, is called the t Recipient’; while we do not find the 
Deity operating towards any such accepting; therefore aH that we can 
have the Dative do is to indirectly indicate the Deity as one with reference 
to whom the gift would be made, which is something that comes before 
the Recipient ; or, it may be taken as indicating the ownership that follows 
after the possession of another person (the Recipient) has been brought 
about; because the character of the Deity is known to be identical with 
such ownership. Even if the character of the Deity be held to be that 
of the Recipient in the shape of one not denying the gift, this would 
entail the indication of a character not compatible with the general 
character (of the Deity); and this would be a very far-fetched and com- 
plicated process. 

(5) There is yet another cause of remoteness, in the shape of the 
doubtful nature of the word vajibhyak,’ which can be taken both in 
the Dative and the Ablative; whereas in the case of the Nominal Affix, 
there being no such doubt, the intellect has not got to be over-strained. 
That is to sny, when we come across the word ‘vdyibhyah, until we have 
set aside (on certain grounds) its ablative character, and decided to take 
it as the Dative, the mind is in the tossing state of uncertainty. The 
opponent argues that—“ the signification of the Nominal Affix (in vaigua- 
devi 9 is also doubtful, inasmuch as there are many meanings of that 
Affix, in the shape of the Patronymie and the rest.” But this argument 
18 not quite relevant, or on the same lines as ours; because what we have 
urged was the verbal doubt (in connection with the word ‘ väjibhyak') ; 
while you have brought forward a doubt wi ings for 

with regard to the meaning s 


in all cases, whatever the meanin „the word vaipvadsvi can not lose 


its ch t 5 ð 5 ; 
settle ae. er of ending in a Nominal Afia; and as for the meaning, W 


e urca'its denoting a Deity, because we find none of the other signi- 
fications of the Affix comp sate Sik 9 For yon, on the 
other hand, even when (after a long cogitation) the word ‘ v0ibhgeb has 
come to be ascertained to be in the Dative, inasmuch as there are man 
meanings of the Dative, there always remains a déubt as to whether = 
Dative in question is an Upapada-vibhakts or a Karaka-vibhaks ; ae a 
also the latter being accompanied by a double doubt, this 15 certainly. 
more far-fetched than the former. Specially as the doubt with regard 
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to the meaning, being common to both of us, cannot be urged against any 
one of us only; while as for the doubt with regard to the word itself, 
it occurs in your case only, and not in mine, and as such can very well 
be brought forward against you. 

(6) Then again, the @mzksha is related to the sacrifice (to the Vigve- 
devas), which is pointed out (as implied) in the same sentence where it 
is itself mentioned; whereas the vdjind is, according to you, related to 
the sacrifice (the same as the above) which is pointed out in another 
sentence. And there can be doubt as to the greater authoritativeness of 
that material which is mentioned in the same sentence along with the 
sacrifice at which it is employed. 

(7) Nor is it possible for the second sentence to draw ont the 
‘sacrifice’ only from the former sentence, and then to lay down another 
material (the vdjinui in connection with it; because the impropriety of 
this has been shown under the Adhikaranas dealing with ‘ Citra’ and 
‘ Vaiguadéva’ (Pada IV, Adhyaya I). 

(8) Then again, in accordance with the rule laid down under the 
Adhikarana on ‘Vaigvadéva,’ the sentence mentioning the vajina would 
stand in need of the further help of the Context. Because the relationship 
of the Deity and the Material (spoken of in the sentence ‘ vajibhyo vāji- 
nam’) only stands in need of some sort of a sacrifice; and that this sacri- 
fice is the same as that at which the previously mentioned āmikshā has 
been employed, could only be ascertained by means of the Context. That 
is to say, the vajina, not being capable of being related to the Deity 
without a ‘sacrifice,’ stands in need of some sort of this ] 
then the conclusion, that the vājinu also is a part of (ie. 
employed at) the same sacrifice as that at which the amiksha i 
be got at by means of the Context alone. Thus, then, even though ; 
by Syntactical Connection alone that the Vigvedevas are oi ted * 
the Deity for the offering of the amikeha, yet we find fist ec es a 
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sentences as do not directly mention the action of the human agent, until 
some sort of a ‘sacrifice’ has been inferred in connection with them, they 
do not stand in need of the help of any other sentence. (And in the case 
of the sentence Vajibhyo vijinam when the sacrifice has been inferred, 
or implied, within itself by the relationship between the Vajins and the 
vajéna, this relationship becomes duly established; and as such the sen- 
tence could have no need of any other sentence of the Context such as 
‘ Vaigvadévyfimiksh@’; and consequently there would be nothing to show 
that the sacrifice spoken of in this latter sentence is the same at which 
the aforesaid ‘ vnd would be employed.) 

(9) In the case of the sentence ‘ vatpradévi,’ etc., the ‘ Vipvedevas 
as connected with the Gmikshi are expressed by means of the fully 
recognised signification of the word ‘vigvedéya’ usa whole (contained 
in the word ‘ vaigvadévi’); while with the vajina i mentioned in the other 
sentence) they could be connected only by means of the far-fetched signi- 
fication of the broken-up constituent parts of the word vd ibhyak. 
That is to say, the Vięvedevas conld be spoken of as ‘vasins’ 7 
taking this latter word in the senso afforded by i 
And as such a signification of the word could be 


joining together the meanings of its constituent words ; and as such it 
could not but be very much weaker in authority than the well-recognised 
meaning of a word as a whole, which is always obtained by a mere men- 
tion of the word; and for this reason too the connection of the Vajina 


with the Vatgvadava sacrifice is very much weaker than that of the 
fimiksha. 
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its constituent parts, as that sense would equally refer to all the Deities 
that may be connected with the offering of the Cake (because the Cake 
is a food, vāja,’ just like the amiksh@) ; and hence to restrict the word 
to the Viguedévas alone would entail a further effort. For instance, all 
the deities, Agni and the rest, would come to be pointed out by the word 
‘ vajin,’ on account of their being connected with such ‘foods’ as the 
Cake and the like; and hence your theory would, at the very outset, 
necessitate the gratuitous assumption that the word ‘food,’ ‘vāja’ (in 
the word ‘ vajin’), refers to the amiksha, and not to the Cake, etc. ; and 
then again, there would be another assumption that, though the werd 
‘vāja’ refers to āmikshā in general, yet it points to that particular 
amiksha which is offered at the Vaigvadéva sacrifice, and that as such 
the word ‘ vajin’ indicates those (i. e., the Vigvedeévas) to whom that parti- 
cular amiksha is offered. Thus then it comes to this : Though the word 
‘ yajin’ directly by itself refers to many other Deities, yet, by means of the 
Context, itis restricted to the particular Deity (the Vigvedévas). And 
we see no ground for this recourse to the Context; because the Deity is 
always mentioned only as an accessory detail; and as such if it were 
spoken of as something to be purified or prepared like the ‘vrthi’ in the 
sentence ‘Vrihin prokshati,’ then somehow or other, on account of the 
fact of such purification helping the Apurva of the sacrifice, there could be 
established n connection with the Deity mentioned in the same Context; 
{that is to say, in that case, as the purification of the Deity spoken of 
in the second sentence could only be the canse:of a certain transcendental 
result, the sentence could be nes along with the Deity of a. certain 
previously mentioned sacrifice}. In the case in question, however, we do 
not find the Deity mentioned as something to be purified ; because even 
without its having the form of such purification, the action mentioned is 
found to serve a distinct purpose. Even if the sentence could be taken 
as mentioning a purification, this latter could only be in the form of i 
utilising of the vājina, and it would have nothing to do with 0 aa 
the Deity. For even if the sentence were to refer to the Deit purifying 
in the same Context, there would be no certainty as to ois ” y mentioned 
meant, as there are many Deities, Agni and the rest th 8 Deity 15 
in the Context. It may be argued that“ isdn 5 at are mentioned 
would be included in ‘ FVigvedevas (which word m —— all the Deities 
Vigvedévas alone that we take as referred to b kha ae all deities) it is the 
But this is scarcely right ; because there is 0 ante nonce in question.” 
of all deities. If it be urged that“ 
direct mention of the Plural number (in väjibhyaş) on account of the 
because the Plural number may rest with three ‘ont T 2 ie 
argued that there is no reason why the number should be Bd pe oa 
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only. But we have such a reason, as shown under the Sūtra ‘ mukhy- 
añcāpūrvacodanāt lokavat’ (XII—~ii—23). Therefore there is no ground 
for taking the Vigvedévas (as referred to by the word“ vajibhyah’). 

(12) It is only when the Deity stands in need of some fact for 
making its mention explicable, that it becomes connected with a Mate- 
rial; and in the sentence in question, inasmuch as, in accordance with your 
theory, the Deity mentioned by the word ‘ vdyibhyak’ has its Material 
already supplied (in the shape of the ‘ väja ), — and as such it is actually 
coguised as having all its wants duly supplied by the same word,—it cannot 
be taken along with any other Material (in the shape of the ‘vajina, whose 
connection would be based upon syntactical connection). And as such 
there is a deal of difference between the authoritativeness of the two 
theories. 

(13) And further, it is always by means of Direct Assertion that the 
Deity becomes connected with its sacrifice; and in the case in question 
we find that the direct mention of the Vigvedévas by the word Vajin’ is 
hardly possible. If in connection with the offering of the va fina also, the 
Vigvedévas themselves be accepted as the Deity, then ali 9 155 8 5 : 
the sacrifices are recapitulated, it would be necessary to einai the 
word Vięvedeva. But in the case in question we find that this on 18 
not mentioned in the sentence that serves as the Injunction of the Vin 
offering (i. ., the sentence vajibhyo vajinam,’ which uses the word ‘ ache N 
and not Vigvedeva "); and as such a direct mention of the vier- decas in 
this connection is hard to be got at; as the only way it could be got at 
would be in the following manner: (J] the word vajix’ has a literal 
signification ; (2) as the sentence in which that occurs does not men- 


an (in the shape of the Deity), the word indicates 
e i wo and (3) then this latter word comes 
offering of the  Vaying, This wo 
Then, too, if the denotat 
this latter could be in t 
so forth, all of which are 
difficult to get at the pre 
word ( sarva-dévah ’) is 
particular Deity of the 
shall show later on, in A 


k uld be a highly complicated process. 
10n of the word dd yen were to indicate a word,’ ~ 
he forms sarvs· ds dk, ‘ nisgashd-davatah,’ aud 
Synonymous; and as such it would be extremely 
“ise form ‘ Vigvédéva.’ And when some other 
Pronounced, it cannot point to the fact of the 
Vipvedevas being tho Deities concerned; as we 
yay X, that the Deity of an Action is 1 
; © same form as it is mentioned in the Injunction 
5 In the sentence vajibhyak,’ etc., we find that the human 
the parti 8 oe offering of the material to the Deity mentioned by 
; ind, Word vin ; ond as such, at the time of the actual offer- 
ing, the Deity should he mentioned by pronouncing the precise word 


h is to be uttered at the time of the 


750 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II—PĀDA II—ADHI. (9). 


‘vājin’ (and not any of its synonyms). Thus then, even if it be granted 
that the same Deity of the Vigvedévas is mentioned by means of the 
word ‘vajin’ (in connection with the offering of the vājina), and by the 
word ‘ Vigvedéva ’ (in connection with that of the amiksha)—yet, in ac- 
cordance with the law laid down above in connection with the words 
‘Indra’ and ‘ Mahéndra’ (vide Satras II—i—] 5-16),—inasmuch as the 
Deities in question are mentioned by two distinct words,—they must be 
regarded as wholly distinct; and consequently the second sentence must 
be taken as mentioning a quite different relationship of Deity and Mate- 
rial; and then, inasmuch as it is not allowable for many accessories (in 
the shape of the Material ‘vajzna’ and the Deity ‘ Vajin ’) to be laid down 
in regard to a sacrifice that has been previously enjoined (i.e, the 
Vaigvedéva sacrifice), we come to the conclusion that in the case in ques- 
tion the mention of the accessory ( vajinam’) serves to distinguish this 
latter Action from that which is laid down by the former sentence. 


Sūtra (24): When, however, the word mentioning the pre- 
vious Action is not accompanied by the mention of any Ac- 
cessory. (the mention of an accessory in another sentence 
does not make it the injunction of another Action). 


This Sūtra mentions a counter-instance to the foregoing. ‘Ihe sense 
of it is that when a certain Action has not got any definite Accessory 
laid down by its original Injunction, if another sentence is found men- 
tioning an Accessory, this latter sentence ean be taken as laying down 
the Accessory for the same sacrifice that has been laid down by the 
previous sentence ; and hence in such cases, the mention of the 88 a 
does not serve to distinguish the Action (from the previous one) * 


ADHIKARANA (10). 


[Satra 24 has been taken by the Bhashya as forming a distinct 
Adhikarana—the tenth—by itself. Its sense is explained as that when 
no other material is mentioned in the second Sentence, the Actions 
spoken of in the two sentences must be accepted as being one and the 
same. ] 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


(The mention of certain materials—duadhi, etc.—is with a view to distinct 
results.) 


Sūtra (25): “Because of the mention of a distinct Result, 
“there would be a distinct Action (laid down by the sentence); 


“ specially as the Result is always connected with a definite 
Action.“ 


In continuation of the sentence agnihotrum juhoti,’ we find the 


sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyit’; and this gives rise to the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an Action different 
from that laid down by the former sentence? or does it only serve to 
mention ^ distinct result as following from the offering of a particular 
material at that same sacrifice ? 

Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: (1) If the 
original Injunction of the Action contain the mention of no accessory, the 
accessory mentioned in a subsequent passage pertains to the Action laid 
down by that injunction; (2) if the original Injunction contain the 
mention of an accessory, there being no possibility of the connection of 
more than one enjoined accessory, the mention of another accesso r 
tains to another Action, In the casein question, we find that the i = 
laying down the original Action— a te —d entence 
an accessory; and the other sentence cited menti oes not mention 
accessory (viz., the Material ‘ ga Ar and the f. — + more than one 

efficiency °) ; and there arises a doit esult acquiring of sense- 


od or otherwise of 


gnihotram Juho 


sentence follows from t. 
Dadhi. m the Homa, or from the particular Material 
Question: 80 How is i 
it that the Bha 
sentence godoha ashyn has t 
a dannii ai i — Pranayet,’ mids he . 
1 n 

HVrit:? present Adhikaraņa cited in 


by the author of the 
Reply : 


The only reason ; 
in showing whether ‘the — PE o ek gine in question is of no use 
question at issue were 48 to whether the me identical or different. If the 


rtionlar Action serves simply to 
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4 

help the completion of the sacrifice, or it accomplishes 5 kam is 
desirable for the agent, then, in that case, there would be a es 
between the case of the sentence cited by us and that cited by the rt A 
as however at present we are dealing with the question of the diversi y 
or identity of Actions, it is necessary that the sentence cited should be one 
that would help in a satisfactory conclusion being arrived at, in connection 
with the question at issue. The bringing in” (pranayuna), spoken of 
in the sentence cited by the Priti, being of the nature of carrying a 
certain thing from one place to another, is not affected one way or the 
other by the diversity or identity of the Actions sonsorned ; as whether 
the Pesult follows from the ‘ milking vessel,’ or from the bringing in by 
means of that vessel,’ in any case, the performance of ‘the main 
Action would be exactly the same. In the case of the sentence cited by 
us, on the other hand, if the Result followed from the material (Daiki), 
then Dadhi would be the material that should be offered in the morning 
and evening Libations (of the Aynihotra) ; whereas if it followed from 
the Homa, then this Homaof the Dadhi, having no fixed time for 
formance, would be wholly different from the Agnihotra- 
for which is fixed; nud thus having the character of an independent 
Action by itself, like the Darvi-homa, it would be performed only once, 
and independently (of the Agnihotra) ; and thus in this case 
difference is made in the case by the Action being different, 

Objection: Even if the Result followed from the Homa, in accordance 
“ with the law ‘ Sannidhou tvavibhayat ' (II—iii—26), the Action laid down 
“ would be the same, just as the actions laid down in the sentences 
* yaeagjivamuynehotram juhuyat’ and ‘ agnihotram 
„are the same as the original Agnihotru.” 

Reply: It is not so; because as n rule, if the 
mentioned be recognised as not being different fr 
previously, then the Actions are taken to be the sa 


concluded to be different, When an Action is laid down with reference 
to acertain Result, and in Connection with a certain Occasion, eto., it could 
not be connected with these lutter, unless it had been previously enjoined ; 
and hence it proceeds indivectly to auquire the character of the originutive 


Injunction. Thus, then, if in the sentence mentioning the Result, the 
original form of the previ 


i imi ons Action put forward by the more authori- 
ee Ney eor the Mental image partake of the form of that 
e, on account of the incompatibility of the 
tency (of tho sentence mentioning the Result), 
ngth of recognition, that the Action mentioned 
e us that mentioned in the previous er 
we happen to perceive the slightest difference in the 


its per- 
Homas, the time 


a great 


Jul uyãt srargakã meh 


Action subsequently 
om the one mentioned 
mo; otherwise they ure 


Action, then, in that cas 
independent originative po 
it is concluded, on the stre 
in this sentence is the sum 
If, however, 
95 
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reviously mentioned, then there is 

subsequent Action * „ Ae 4 — in this case, the sub- 
eee = h originative Injunction by itself, and not 
sequent Pentenga -e set aside by another Injunction capable of 
ai pa Be — same Action; though apparently pointing to some- 
laying noya e t rial dadhi), yet as this something is mentioned 
— sp Be iG e., the Result) which by itself cannot be taken 
i 5 E y pitoi distinguish this Action from the one previ- 
up for p 7 
m spi in the case of the sentence ‘ dadhnēndriyakāmasya 

pi pistes 1 . leben of the Homa qualified by Dadh is mev- 
juhuyāt,; inasmuch as a tha senenin SÈ eee l tlie idea: 
— tence, of the said qualified Homa, is not set 
eo apt 8855 amig forth the origination of that same 
„ oy aie — in the previous sentence ( ‘Agni- 
n, oe 85 ron and simple, while that which is mentioned in 
— sin * is qualified by the Dadhi ; and as such this latter 
~ — a eames from the former. That is to say, —. * — 
en ni ante : thotram juhoti’ is Homa pur 
a ae 12 ualified by Dadht, and 
and simple, — 7 — = — 8 d — — an 
pigs on * aga Sa identity; and consequently the Action is con- 
oluded to 12 Afersnt from the previous 8 115 

Objection : “ The Homa n by Da i A is also fo 
“ ously laid down by the sentence ‘dadhna juhoti 
“ with the Agnihotra) ; (and as such the sentence 
“ juhuyat’ cannot be taken as laying down an 


und to be previ- 
(found in connection 
* dadhnéndriy 


akimasya 
Action neyer 


mentioned 
before). 

Reply: Not so; because the Sentence ‘ dadhna Juhoti’ is not the 
originative Injunction of 


any Action; bec 
an accessory materi 


gnihotram juhoti’ 
Dadhi ; while the sentence wherein i 


sentence dadhna juhoti ) is 
fully established under the Sūtra “ 
(I-ii-16). When the originative p 
the Result is set aside by another 
the possibility of the Action mentio 
that which is laid down by the ] 
Injunction ; and this can never be à sentence which (like the 
sentence ‘dadhn@ juhoti’) only lays down an accessory detail (for the 
previously mentioned Sacrifice) ; because such a sentence never ge-ves 


ause the Action, for which this 


al, has heen originally laid down 
Where it is not 


sentence lays down 
by the sentence ‘a 


Sentence mentioning 
netion, then alone is 
er being different from 


atter set aside by the said originative 


done by 
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as an orizinative Injunction, And the sentences in the Context 
that lay down such accessory details as the Material, thé Result and 
the Occasion, etc., are all related to the originative Injunction of the 
Context, and not among themselves. Because all these accessory details 
stand in need of the original mention of an Action ; and because this ori- 
ginal mention is found in close proximity to those sentences ; while as for 
the details themselves, inasmuch as they are not related to one another, 
they would be removed from one another (by the originative Injunction), 
That is to say, inasmuch ns an Action not originally laid down cannot be 
connected with any accessory details, all these details stand in need of 
the original Injunction of the Action; and there is no ground for any 
mutual relationship among the Details themselves. As for the origina- 
tive Injunction, inasmuch as it pervades through all the sentences laying 
down the accessories in connection with the Action enjoined by that In- 
junction, itis nob interrupted by any foreign factor, in its relationship with 
each one of the details. As for the Accessory details on the other band, 
inasmuch as they are parärtha (for the sake of something else, vide 
Sutra III—i—22), they are not related to one another; and consequent- 
ly when they happen to be interrupted by even a single unconnected 
element, none of them can be taken along with another. And for this 
reason, the sentence dadhnā quhott does not present itself in connection 
with the sentence ‘dadhnéndriyakiamasya Juhuyat.’ This will be further 
explained under the Adhikarana “ akasya tibhayatv’ sanyoguprthaktvam ” 
(IV—iii— 5). 
The following might be urged here: “The same originative 
“ Injunction (‘ agnthotram juhoti’) as qualified by the Dadhi mentioned 
“in another sentence ( Dudhna juhote’), might present itself in connec- 
tion with the sentence Dadhnéndriyukamasya juhuyat, and set aside 
“ the idea of the diversity of Actions.” i 
But this would be scarcely possible; as, in that case, just as that 
Action (Agnihotra) is quilified by the Dadhi od = 
; y adhi mentioned by another 
sentence, so in the same manner is it also li $ h 
ials as ‘tandula’ « : a qualified by many sac 
nee “Handulas > , Payah’ and the like, also mentioned by other 
5 j ( 1 ar uhoti, Payäsa fuhoti, ete.) occurring in the same 
tion ae wai could not be of one form (iin the payee i 
other senten ces) = Ahab were attached to the mention of accessories in 
8). to say, in the originative Injunction ( Agni- 
is found to be pure and simple; and hence 
the same (ns that mentioned in the sentence 
, dadhnéndriyakdmasya juhuyat ). If it be held that the original Injuno- 
tion is taken as qualified by the sentences laying down the e 
details, Occurring in the same Context ( f.i., the sentences dadhnā juhoti 
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. s, in that case, the Action would be cognised 
ote.) them, too, eee neil. Dudhi, but by many such materials, 
as qualified, iot — 5 rest, the Action mentioned by the sentence 
as the ſandula om ‘ juhuyat’ cannot be recounised as the snme as that 
— — ‘agnihotram quliotiꝰ qualified by that subsi- 
mentioned iy 1 — which mentions the dadhi (i.e., ‘dadhna quot '). 
diary Soest i! Togam as the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya 
TE ea caine the mention of the dadhi alone, eyen though mee 
“ may be many such materials as the tandula and the rest, in 1 
“with the original Action of the Aynihotra, yet they are rejected 9 
“being not required, and p3 moh an gonil = . ay — * 
ee ee e eee, 
* 2 5 will come to this, that the sentence ‘ dadhna 
Sig dd be the originative Injunction (connected with the sentence 

dadhnéndriyakimasya juluyit,’ which thus wouid h 


ave no connection 
. x E oe è 
with the sentence ‘agnihotrām juhoti’); and this contingency we have 
already rejected above. 


Further, in connection with the Agniſiotra, dadhi is only one of ten 
alternative materials; while in the case of the sacrifice performed for 
Acquiring sense-elliciency, it is the only one material to be employed. In 
the original Agnihotra, if all the ten materials, dad i and the rest, were 
offered conjointly, then it might be admitted that th 
Action has been mentioned in the sentence 


l in question, 
the mention of only one constituent of its 


mixed material. As a matter 


Sentence would point 
But the dadhi 


i as such the Acti 
as identical (because the Actio vis 


u Rinna t be recognised 
À 5 f 1oned in the i 

has for its material the all-important Dadhi, while tha sae in question 

previous sentence has ‘dadhi? 2 ‘entioned in the 


Nor can the sentence in 


tad indriyakamasya re gettting panels 


Result the object of 
tion of the sentence 
uld offer the Homa of 
at no such Homa has 


make the 
The real construc 


e-efliciency he sho 
dadhi and dadhi alone’; and there is 


been laid down anywhere else, 


Objection : “The form of the Homa alone would be recognised as 
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“ the same ; and this recognitiou would establish the identity of the two 
„Actions. As for the non-recognition of the sameness of the materials, 
“that cannot be a ground for making the Actions different from one 
“another. Hence it must be admitted that what the sentence in question 
does is to mention the same Action as the previous Agnihotra, with the 
additional mention of an accessory (Dad hi). 

Reply : It is not so; because we have already shown above that with 
reference to an Action previously laid down, more than one accessory 
detail can never be laid down; and in accordance with what you say 
the sentence in question would come to lay down more than the relation. 
ship (viz., that of the Material dadhz’ and the Result sense-efficiency ’), 
And hence the sentence in question laying down the relationship of the 
dadhi and the Homa, and then again that of the Homa and the Result, 
there would be a syntactical split. And for this reason you must accept 
the sentence to bo a qualified Injunction. And thus it must be admitted 
that this mentions a distinct Action (as such a qualified Action has never 
been found to have been laid down by any other sentence). 

Just as when the Action laid down bein 
simple, there is an indirect implication of t 
indefinite materials,--and then the special mention of the dadhi restricts 
the Injunction to one substance only,—so in the same manner, though 
Homa mentioned by the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya, ots 10 5 
assumed as employing ten alternative materials, laid down by 55 25 
junctive sentences independent of one another, yet the mention p 
‘dadhna’ serves to specify the one material dadhi to be particularly 


But as this specifica- 


g the Homa alone pure and 
hat which employs various 


Thus then there bein 
the sentences in question 


ing 


& every reason for a doubt in connection with 
» We proceed at first to deal with the follow- 


PURVAPAK SHA. 


‘ : 
z : Though in the case in question, the previous sentence ( agnthotram 
p Juhoti’), mentioning the Action, does not make any mention of the 
is 15 aterial, yet the sentence in question (‘ dadhnandriyakamasya juhuyat?) 

s down a distinct Action ; because this latter contains, te., distinctly 


} 
l 
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“ mentions, a Result ( sense- efficiency“); and it is only from an Action 
“ that a Result can follow. ‘ 

The whole of the Bhavarthadhikarana (II—i—1-4) serves as the 
present Pirvapaksha. Because the conclusion therein arrived at was 
“that it is only Verbs, and not Nouns or Adjectives (laying down the 
material or other accessory details), that are connected with the word 
“ speaking of the Result; and hence inasmuch as the Result is always 
“connected with an Action, when there is a distinct Result mentioned, 
the sentence in question must be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“and not as only pointing out another material (dadhi) for the previ- 
“ ously-mentioned Action (Agnihotra). 

“ Because the Material having been already mentioned once, the same 
cannot be enjoined over again; and if you hold the sentence to lay 
“down a material that has not been already laid down, then the men- 
“tion of the Result would be altogether superfluous (as no Result can 
ever follow from the material, dudhi). That is to say, in a case where 
“ the word speaking of the Action does not speak of a Material, we can 
“ take another sentence as laying down that material, only if either 
“ that material does not happen to have been laid down already by 
+8 previous sentence, or if the sentence in question is not found 
«gene of asserting anything more than what has already be 

toned. In the case in question, however, we finden 


tions present; as the material. dadhi, 
by another sentence 


“ mentions a Result (sense 
“ spoken of before. 


en men- 
one of these condi- 
has been previously laid down 
and the sentence in question 
erand above what has been 
this that the Bhashya has 


: we find a distinct result 
and u (dis 


tion only. 


mentioned in the sen 


g speaking, follow fi tinct) Result can, rightly 


—ͤ —' 
[The Vartika now proceeds to : 
Bhashya,} explain the words of the Pure apaksha 


In the Bhashya here we meet with the wor 


e Pirvapaksha, and as 
the question ends 
speaking the Result 
rshtam hi karmanah 
m the Action. And 


for : c final Siddhanta, 
with ‘kim’; the meaning being ` how (is it that rightly 


follows from an Action ?’—and the reply to this is g 
phalam—because we actually see the Result following fro 
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i . ’ 1 is W various 
then we have the retort, nëti picasa ig V'aß atae 
questionings and answerings go 185 1. 20 
Jjatiyakeshvétad bhavati (Bhashya, p. 15 8 ). ; t How is 

In accordance with this interpretation, the sole question 51970 
it that rightly speaking the Result follows from the Action ? -O 
emanate from the Siddhantin. And as this appears to be wholly uncon- 
nected (or irrelevant) immediately after the Parvapakshin has summed up 
his own declarations, we must interpret the sentence in the following 
1 (2) The Pirvapakshin having declared ‘tacca karmano nyfiyyam,’ the 
Siddhantin, with a view to avoid the meaninglessness of the word 
‘dadhi’ in the sentence in question, finds the conclusion arrived at under 
the Bhavarthadhikarana (II—i—1) to be incapable of applying to the 
case in question; and thereby finding the sentence in question wholly 
incapable of expressing (the connection between the previous Homa and 
the Result, ‘sense-efficiency '), he puts the question: ‘Do you conclude 
that the particular Result mentioned follows from the Homa, on the basis of 
an Inference from the similar case of EFreld- cultivation, where the Result is 
actually found to follow from the Action P’ Though as a matter of fact, 
Dharma has been declared to be cognisable by means of Vedic Injunctions 
alone, —and it has been shown that Inference and the other means of 
knowledge do not appertain to such matters,—yet the Operation of these 
means of knowledge has not been denied with regard to the considera- 
tion of the bearings of the Vedic texts; and as such there could be 
nothing objectionable in the introducing of an Inference, in connection 


meaning of the Vedic Sentence in ques- 


Do not you taunt me wit} een forced to bring forward an 
“ Inference, by the fact of the incapability of the words themselves, of 
“ directly expressing what ig hel Y us; because, as a matter of fact, 
“ when we have words direct] rting our vew it is not an Inference 
“that we put forward in t ; 


“ Specially as such an Inference 


asiddha (the prob 


“ ‘Anatkantikg’ (doubtful character of the Premises), ‘ viruddha (premises 
“ proving the contrary conclusion), and 80 forth. 


For instance, if the inferential argument put forward be in the 
“ form—* the Homa bri 


7 bring about 
ngs the result, as it is actually seen to 
1 the Result, then, inasmuch as the premises (bringing forward of the 


ang being 
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Result) form part of the conclusion, it is wholly incapable of right- 

- “ly leading to the said conclusion. If again, the premises were in the 
“ form—‘ because the actions of Field-cultivation and the like are found to 
bring about Results, — then in that case the premises would not speak 
of the Probans as having any connection with the Minor Term (Homa) 
~ [and as such the conclusion would not be a legitimate one]. 

“ If it be urged that— even though the Probans is not connected 
“with the Minor Term, yet we could deduce the conclusion, simply 
because we wish it to follow from the premises,’—then, in that case, 

' “ the premises could, equally legitimately, be taken as leading to the con- 
“ clusion that the Result follows from the Material ( Dadhi) 

“It might be urged that— we could deduce our conclusion from a 
“similarity with well-known cases (such as those of Field-cultivation and 
the like), which similarity is found to exist between the Actions of 
“ Cultivation and Homa, in the fact of both being actions, and not between 
che Cultivation and the Material; because this latter is not an Action. 
But there is certainly some sort of a similarity between Cultivation 
“and the Material also; and if you deny this similarity, in the case in 
“question, simply because of the nearer similarities of other things 
“ (with Qultivation),—then, inasmuch as there are things which have a 
“ much closer similarity with Cultivation, than the Homa has, we could, 


on this very ground, set aside this similarity also ; tuis is what 18 meant 
by the Bhashya—the Homa 28 also dissimilar 3;—th t 0 Say ause it 
A at 18 t 
i . ? 5 bec 


t: 


yasyāpi sada- 
iilan ; Say, the Mate- 
a ie a similarity with Cultivation, in that both are 
“ : ected with substances a . s 
It might be argued that nd are effects, 
the Cultivation t 


there are other thin imi 

N gs more simil 

1 i han the Material ; and as stmilarit 
tively relative, 


looking for 


ar to 
y is always compara- 
something very similar, that 


not similar ut all ; and hence 
the common 


keg 1 of Action as inher- 

k oma, the similarity of the tanai nt 

„character, EM of the Material becomes far removed ly d oe 

“ taken as dissimilar e ei 
“ But in that case, i 


Hating and the like 


when we are 


~ when we are looking out for 


“ing in the Cultivation and 


» 88 these Actions (lil 
“ visible results (whic 
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„existent. And as such, this similarity could not serve as the means of 
getting at the desired conclusion. Sa 

“This has also been declared elsewhere, in the following words: 
„We do not find any absolute similarity between Cultivation and the 
“ Homa; and as for the presence of a slight similarity, this is found in 
“ the Material also; and as such the fact cannot be ascertained (on the 
“ gole ground of similarity). e 

“The Bhashya has said -d caitat siddham, The sense of this is 
that, by the mere citing of an analogous instance, or by the inference of 
„mere similarity, it is not right to conclude all the properties of one 
“ thing to belong to another, until we have actually found an invariable 
„ concomitance between the two factors. As otherwise, all things in the 
„world would become one and the same (as there is some sort of a simi- 
“ larity among all things). And the Bhāshya has already said (under 
“ Sūtra I—i—2) that, because Dévadatta is black, it does not necessarily 
„ follow that Yajiiadatta is also black. For though the Gavaya is similar 
“ to the Cow, yet we do not find the presence of the Dewlap, etc., in the 
„ former; and though the subsidiary sacrifices are laid down as to be 
similar to the Primary, there are certain elements of the latter—such 
“as the Result and the like—that are not found to be present in the 
former. ; 

Says the Bhāshya—When a certain thing has been found to be a cause 
“ in connection with an already known object,—i.e., with that which is cited 
“as the Instance in connection with the Inference, 
* happens to be cognised as the cause, in connection with the subject of th: 
Inference, then, in that case, such a thing proves the conclusion. 

E a BITEK take this declaration of the Bhāshya to mean thai in 
3 nterence, it is only the Cause that can rightly point to thi 
ect (and vice versa), But this inter ; = : 
„„ i pretation of the Bhāshya is not 

correct; because we actually find such i i 
properties as krtakatva’ (that 


et 
„ manence), in which ¢ ding to the conclusion of ‘ anityatva’ (imper- 
“even between th ase there is no relation of cause and effect. And 
de cause and the effect the cause does not serve the 
purpose of pointing out ; , ; 
E olata Erih 8 a particular effect, in the same way as the effect. 
T © the cause; because there are many effects of a single cause; 
“ The d S there’ is always a chance of mistake in the former case. 
ae i Ore ak oa be admitted that what the Bhashya means is that. 
i ta i SAOB O Inference, when a certain characteristio has been found 
10 wae present in (że, concomitant with) a well-known objeot, and 75 
. Tach to indicate the existence of this latter, then such a characteristic 
P (serving as the Probans of the I nference) comes ta be recognised as 3 
serving the pur f indicati a f the subject of the 
purposes o indicating (the existence. o : 2 


—if the same thingy 


86 
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. Hélvadhika- 
“ Inference). This has been fully explained peflor $4 1 
ii — 30. à afi 
1 8 made clearer by ee ee cay) Be 
“ should be duly considered whether the similarity 1 an, ils S ch 
“ or does not, lead to the desired conclusion. And oy wa ng n be 
it is found that the s¢milurity is such a cause, and : fin in he 
“ desired effect, then the form of the ne, a Abet Debt 
“ sentence, dadyneèndriſu ima, ete., that which levait or that 
Recent O E EE E ais Pap Action, because it is u 
tlie Result mentioned is to be brought by an Action, 
ss sult, like the growing of corns.’ a an 
rc) Bhashya puts forth another syllogism — 25 eee. 
~“ has a distinct Result, etc. And this serves to present a loubtful * the 
“that makes the efficiency of the previous p a A im — er bee 
“ Bhaishyw proceeds to explain that there are cases whe 3 ess ell, we 
Action of Substances —tlit of the threads for instance 5 eag 
: ; r substance the c 
“ find certain distinct results in the shape of another s S E Fioni 
following (not from the Action but) from the CONJ ME 21 8 x 
“substances (the threads). The mention of the cessation o E sso 
meaut to show that Results are brought about even apar 
Actions. 


8 j e 
“It might be argued that—- It may happen that in some cases th 
Result muy be brought about by means of Actions.’ 


“this the Bhashya hns indicated 
* sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyukimasya, 
“ because it is a substance, like the aforesaid threads; or that sense- 
“ efficiency is brought about by substances, because it is a Result (or 
“ effect), like the aforesaid Cloth. 
“ Says the Bhashyu 
“ perceptible Result. 
“ inferential argume 
“ premiss based upon Similarity (b 
“ tion’) proves the fact of the 
“of the Result being brough 
prove the fact of the Homa bi inging about 
in some such form as the growth of the corn 
“this would be far from desirable, even for 
“ Thus. then, inasmuch 


oe 


And in reply to 
a counter argument, —that in the 
ete.’ the Dadhi brings about the Result 


—the Cultivation ts not found to bring furt an im- 
This shows thie contradictory character of the 

nt in question, The sense is tbat it may be that your 

ecs 

Action 


a visible result, or a result 


and the like (and certainly 
you). 

as we have all these discrepancies cropping 
“np. if we accept the aforesaid causal relation, it does not follow that 
Seen in one case, it must be present in 
t another place alo 


Af klei the 


“ because a certain thing is 


disenssion, the Siddh@utin might retort— 
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When you yourself have set aside the inference that the Result follows 
“ the Action, how is it that you hold to the position that rightly speaking, 
“ the Result follows from the Huma 7 

[This retort, as put in the Bhashya, may be taken as extending as 
far as ‘iii’. 


„ The Bhashya adds—ani it is not right to say that the Result follows 

“ from the Material Dudhi; and the purpose of this apparently useless 
“ repetition of a fact already implied in the previous sentence j 
“to show that the two theories are not equally authoritative 
“ previous sentence might leave an impression that both might 
é usions. 

fat 1 further, the Dad hi is not 
„ plishing of the Homa and the brin 
„ Because the Dadhé has no instrumentalit e brin 
« ing about of the Result), apart from an Action „ it oni 
“not, by itself, be connected with any Result. Consequently then (if 
‘the Dadhi had such an instrumentality) it would 
‘ tinetly lay it down as accomplishing both (the 
„ but no such laying down is possible, 


8 simply 
; as the 
be right- 


— 


“set aside the fact of the in 


ial), or to 
„ double results); because the 


ring abont 


„ substance cannot serve two 
“to deny the capability of Substances 
“ though the Substance (Dadhi) were capable (of serving two purposes), 


4. 16 could not be utilised ag Such, in performance, unless it had been dis- 
“ tinctly enjoined (as to be 80 utilised); and consequently, it would . 
become necessary for you to take the sentence in guestion as laying 
f own the Dadhi, both for the fulfilment of the Home and for the accom- 


; all that we mean is that even 
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„ plishment of the Result— sense. efficiency. But this would not be 
ome PE as such a procedure would entail a syntactical split. po 
Then again, in all cases, we find that it is only when the aes 
ie the root-meaning), which is more proximate (to the Injunctive wo : 
i j f Injunction, that we accep 
“ is not capable of being taken as the object o j ; yin 9 
“ the remoter factor (of the material) to be its object. Tn the case in CE 
“ tion, we find that the connection of the Dadhi with the Homa is el 
“much more proximate than that of the Dadhi with the ennie; — 
“ sach if both these connections were laid down simultaneously, sé pms 
“ have to accept, at one and the same time, both the probab e an ** 
“improbable. And hence when it becomes necessary to give up on 15 
“ the two, there remains no chance for your theory (because that wo s 
“ mean the acceptance of the Remoter, and the rejection of the Neare : 
factor); and hence, on account of close proximity, we come to connec 
“ the Dadhi with the Homa, and the Homa with the Result, 
“ And thus, the Action (mentioned in the senten 


ka mas a juhuyat) being found to be co 
“ Homa), the sentence in 
“ distinct Action.” 


ce dadhnéndriya- 
nnected with the Action (of 
question cannot but be taken as laying down a 


—0 — 


SIDDHANTA, 


Sttra (26): The two Sentences not being exactly similar, 
the second sentence should be taken as la 


Ving down an accessory 
for the previously-mentioned Action. 


se with reference to 
hikarana (II—i—1), 
is expressed by the Root. 
tive has not been removed 
ot, whatever Result is men- 
; When, however, the 
to the Accessory, if a Result 


! inasmuch as this mention of the Result 
would be touched by the Injunction of the Access 


ory, it is along with that 
necessory that the Result comes to be taken, 
That is to say, the Injunctiveness, in reality residin 


her facto gin the Bhavana, 
the other factor, according as that £ 

3 ferred from one to i 4 actor 
s SU be recognised as helping that Bhavana. And at the time that 
comes 


the Root-meaning, gets at t 
; iveness, as transferred to n “i 
the oe i partioviar result, —it is the Root-meaning that is made 
3 — (of its accomplishment); and everything else becomes 
the Instru 
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subservient to that Root-meaning. ‘This (fact of thé Injunctiveness 
pertnining to the Root-meaning) is found to be the case, in connection 
with the sentence agnihotram juhuydt svargakāmah’, where the name 
(‘ Agnthotra’) is incapable of wresting, for itself, the operation of the 
Injunctive. On the other hand, in the case of the sentence in question 
(‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuydt’), the word ‘dadh¢’ has got none of the 
various characteristics of a Namadhéya (Name of a Sacrifice) (as detailed 
in the Fourth Pada of the First Adhydya); and hence it must be taken as 
something enjoined ; and as such it wrests to itself the Injunctive opera- 
tion that had been pointing to the Root-meaning. Thus then, the 
Bhavana in question, affected by its contact with the Dadht, comes to 
stand in need of a reference (to a previons Action) by means of tho Root- 
meaning in the sentence ; and consequently, when we find a Result men- 
tioned, we at once conclude this Result to be something to be brought 
about by the instrumentality of the Dadhz, and not by that of the Homa 
(expressed by the Root-meaning of ‘juhuyat’); specially because those 
that are not enjoined can never be accepted to have the character of 
the Instrument; and when we have accepted a certain other thing to 
be the object of the Injunction, we can never take the sentence as laying 
down that from which the Injunctive operation has been wrested, as we 
have already shewn above (under Sutra II—ii—16). Just as on account 
of the Injunctive operation being wrested by the Dadhi we deny the fact ` 
of the sentence enjoining the Homa, so, in the same manner, on account 
of the presence of the word mentioning the Result, we cannot take the 
Sentence as enjoining the dadhi with reference to the Homa (because of 
the chance of syntactical split, etc., etc.) ; hence what we hold is that the 
Sentence enjoins the Dadhi with reference to the Bhāvanā; and as such, it 
must be admitted that the Result follows from the Dadhi. N 
N 5 „ In the sentence in question, which is the’ word 
‘intial De wordi Gani” eee 
“ (denoting the Result) ai enotiug the material) and ‘ *** 
“ they cannot directly for aria Si purpose of expressing n 5 
“ we would look one m the objects of the Injunction; and as s205 
“ ar tho personal aa a verbal affix (that would express the ad aia 
“ then, in accord. 985 ‘on, and afford the object of the Injunction) l ee 
u entirel zordance with the Saira II—i—4, it becomes dape re 
s l be S the Root-meaning (because the presencè is ne the 
„ Result e impossible without à verbal root); and eee y: 
he sae be admitted to follow from that 5555 oh ts to say, 
the word pre, fo this is by a single word Penhebein äbe gigdhänti 
separates 5 human exertion is Jufuxat, W ors th nao 
e Affix from the Root, the former serving the purpo 


a 
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expressing the object of Injunction, while the latter serves only as a 
reference (to a previously mentioned Action). l 

Objection :—“ But the word ‘ juhuyāt’ directly denotes a aß = 
“ nected with Homa, while it would be by means of the indirect pint 
“ of syntactical connection that it would indicate the connection of ys 
„This passage of the Bhashya serves to clear up the position of . 
“opponent. As human exertion too is said to consist of the Bhavana b 
“ connected with the Injunction (the word ‘juhuyāt’ cannot be said to be 
25 i xertion).” 

— — thongh, in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at under the Bhavirthadhikarana, what you say has been found 
to be the case, on account. of the stronger authority of Direct Assertion, 
in regard to other sentences,—yet, in the case in question, 
would admit your theory would be all the more cont 


tion. Because in your theory, (1) yon 
objects of Injunction, 


object; (2) it would b 
cation ; (3) or else, the 

That is to say, 
it is possible for a 


those who 
radictiny Direct Asser- 
would have to admit many 
while it is quite possible for very little to pe its 
e necessary to have recourse to Possessive Indica- 
re would be a total rejection of the word (‘dadhi’). 


(1) in all cases, it is a well-established law that when 
smaller number of thin an 
Secondly, according to 
accomplishment of the Bha- 
driyam hoména’ ; me on an equal footing 
with Dudh, which is disti i 

‘dudhna’) ; and thus both t 
mental character, 
and as such it wo 


ive Indication, Third 
conditions of a 
d dadhi „ falli 
of the Instrument, be- 
ake of the Property of a 
> root signifying the Homa 
is taken as the object luid down by the Injunctive nits, appearing in a 
is t d), yon come to reject the word (‘dadhi’) itself; and certainly 
same W — i 2155 contradiction of Direct Assertion than that involved 
this entaus & gr If, however, the sentence be taken as laying down the 
H a 3 La ‘the ö Instrument in the accomplishment of the Bhavan’ of tho 
Dadhs 


Resnlt, then there is no rejection of any word (or its property), 


dly, 
Nama- 
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It is urgued—* Tut way of tukiny the sentence would set aside the 
~“ word ‘ guhoti.’”” ` 

The reply to this is that in any case ct would be absolutely necessary 
to use the word ‘ juli at, (and as such the root ‘juhoti’ would not be 
rejected). Because there could be no connection between the Dudkt and 
sense-efficiency, unless there was an affix expressing the Bhavana and no 
affix could Le present, except along with a verbal root. 

That is to say, it is absolutely necessary to pronounce the Affix, for 
the purpose of laying down the Bhavani qualified by Dadhi and Sense- 
efficiency ; and as the affix can never be pronounced by itself, and as it 
is absolately impossible for an affix to be present apart from n verbal 
root, it must always be used in the wake of a root; und thus when it 
comes to the using of some such root or other, the particular root that 
comes to be admitted is that which expresses the Homa, inasmuch 
as this is pointed out by the Coutext. And as for the relationship of this 
Homa with Dudhi, it would only be in the form of the relationship 
between the basis und the based {container and the contained), which 
relationship also would only be referred to in the sentence in question, as 
it hus already been previously mentioned in the sentence dadhna juhoti ’. 

In the case of the sentence ‘ graham sammārshgi , it has been shown 
that the case-ending (in graham) does not serve the only purpose of ex- 
pressing the singular number; as the only purpose served by such an 
ending is the mere fact of the word being an active noun; but when- 
ever it is uttered, is has to be uttered along with a certain number which 
is its in variable concomitant ; and thus even though uo real significance is 
meant to be attached to this number, yet the word signifies it all the 
same. In the same manner, in the case in qnestion, even though the Root 
may be used only for the sake of making possible the use of the Affix, 
yet, on account of the powerful character of the relationship (between 
the Root and the Affix), it could not but signify its own meaning, eren 
though no real significance might be meant to be attached to it. Hence 
555 > -i wi EEEE that our theory would mean the PA 5 
its own meaning is not ‘ee ‘ae Kao caadher paren 

Objection : 8. Nan e only Purpose that can be served by the though 
pronounced onl fi 5 ͤ‚„ ! 44 ihe Afix 
“ possible, yot th Pct Tpos pf naking: tie presno ee 
“ is no a g 5 iio FVV» 5 to the 
ian on why no significance should be attached to i inai 
i singleness of the vessel in the sentence above cited ; consequently, meet 
a às it is absolutely impossible to express mere ‘karoti oe ies say 
7 1 5 k simply affording room for the presence of the affix), 1 y 

at unreasonable.” 


= i 
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Reply: That does not touch our position ; because even when there 

is a connection between the Dadhi and the Homa, the sense of ‘karoti’ 

is not absent (i. e., it is present alongwith the Homa’); and our pur- 

pose is served by that much also of its presence (:. e., the utterance of the 

_ Root ceases to be useless even if it expresses only that much) ; specially as 

the peculiarity attaching to the ‘ karoti ’ (by its connection or combination 

with ‘Homa’) does not militate against any of our theories; as that 

peculiarity might serve to specify the Bhavand inn manner other than 
that of the Instrument. 

Objection : In that £ase, there is the same discrepancy ; that is to say, 
“when the ‘Homa’ js not set aside (but is admitted to the present), 
“ then it would make itself obvious as the Instrument.” 

The reply given by the Siddhantiis that it is the frequent repetition 
of the word juhuyat’ in the context, in many other sentences 

` juhuyāt’, ‘dadhn& juhuyat’, and so forth), that leads you to believe, 


wrongly, that Homa is the Instrument. Because when we come to look 
“into the matter closely, we find that in the 


count of the proximity (of the Root-m 


(‘ agnihotrum 


it is removed 
£ „in consideration of the 
(which has the Instrumental ending, and 


as anything else), tho ‘ Homa’ could not 
i 3 and just as in the 
gnized only as qualifying the Bhavana, through 


it would qualify it 
tratum for the (operation of the) material 


e brought about by the m 


Question: “Is this relationship of the baste and the 
“ to exist between the Dadhz and the Homa) something disti 
« different, from the three factors of the Bhavana 
u Instrument, and the Method of Procedure?” 
To this some people make the following reply: « 1¢ ig wholly distinct 
‘from those; because just as in other cases, the Bhavana is cognised 
1 ding in nee d of the snid three factors, so, in the case in question, the 
sand, being qualified by a distinct material, stands in need of tHo 
A ; ie 
, 5 e That is to say, in a case where the 5 enjoined ig 
: ment, a ir 
‘one in which the Root-meaning serves as the Instrument, all its require- 


ts are supplied by the three factors ; in such cases, however, where a 
‘ments at 


aterial as based upon 


based (held 
net, or non- 
vz.: the Objective, the 
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` certain material is distinctly laid down as the Instrament,—so that it is 
‘only in the character of the Instrument, and not in that of a disinterested 
‘onlooker, that the said material could help to accomplish the Result,— 
‘inasmuch as it could not have the real character of the Instrument until 
‘it helped to bring about that which is expressed by the Root, there 
‘ naturally arises a fourth need for the Bhavand, ns to the exact character 
‘of this something expressed by the Root, by bringing abont which the 
‘Instrumental Material would accomplish the Result. And that some- 
‘thing expressed by the Root which would be the object bronght about 
‘by it is spoken of as the basis or substrate of the Material, as it is by the 
‘help of that that the true Instrumental character of this latter is attain- 
‘ed. Thus then, the sentence in question itself being wholly given to the 
‘mention of the relationship between the Material and the Result, and 
‘being itself incapable of affording the required basis, on account of the 
chance of a syntactical split, —we are led by the Context to the conclusion 
‘that the Agnihotra Homa is the basis required (for the operation of Dadhi). 
Ana being thus got at, the Homa is only referred to by the Root (in Juhu - 
i yat), which is used for the purpose of making the presence of the Ax 
possible, and which as such, forms a necessary feature of the Injunction ; 
‘ just as in the case of the use of the word dlabhata, we accept the fact of its 
being a reference to a previously mentioned action of @lambhuna (i. e., in 
the case in question, we accept the Root to serve the purpose of referring 
i to the previous Homa) ; and hence, in accordance with the law—that when 
: the Apirva follows from a single cause, everything else is subservient to that 
; cause—, we come to take the Root-meaning as helping that which is 
expressed by the noun (Dadhi). 
855 But, as a matter of fact, we can very reasonably deny the fact of there 
mng any need of a fourth factor, in the case in question. Because all that 
nary 577 x 9 yi need forthe Instrumental factor that has been 
a little further ; ; 
the Bhavana is e 1 nil 1 nga „5 yt! 
T E ludeadica tele E ice 
j umental character of this latter is accom- 
Plished onl i i 
nly after the connection of the Acti by the Root) 
has been established A 8 (expressed 7 i 
- (And thus all that is done in the case in question 


is that th ee . 
onah jou a of the Instrument is removed one step); and 
Thus chen th re only three factors needed by the Bhavana. 
accomplish on, the Muterial being taken as having its Instrumentalsty 
arises pas through the Homa, and as leading to a distinct Result, there: 
by the 1 as to the Method to be omployed ; and this is answered 
ously ethod of Procedure employed in connection with the previ- 
TEA Aree ntioned Agnihotra. It is this what is meant by the Bhashya— 
y „ which only serves bo point ont the said fact, 
7 


77) VANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II ADA u—apul. (II). 


after the conclusion of the present Adhikurana itself has 1 arrived 
at,— which really forms the subject of the ‘ Sansthādhikarana (Sutras 
II. vi, 41—47). 

Some 8190 take this sentence of the Bhashyu to mean that the 
Aguihotra itself ix the required method. But this is not correct; because 
the Method is something wholly distinct from the Instrument, and the 
Homa (constituting the Aguthotrw) has been shown to be non-different 
from the Instrumental factor (of the Bhavana). Consequently we con- 
clude that what is meant by the expression ugnihotrétikartuvyata is the 
uggvegate of such actions as the preparing of the Fire, and so forth (that 
sve performed during the Ai). l 

Objection: = Huw is this? That is to say, how is it that that which 
“is not signified by the Root (i.e. the Dadhi) is connected with the 
** Method 2?” 

Reply: Phulustdkaunasys dudhknak, That is to say. just asin your 
vase, it is only on account of its being the Instrument (in the accomplish- 
ment of the Result) that the Hom (expressed by the Root) comes to 
be helped by the Method, so, in our case also, it is on account. of the very 
same reason (that of being the means of accomplishing the Result) that 
the Dadhi hecomes connected with (and helped by) the said Method. 

There are two other arguments brought ivaa by the Bhashya :— 
i L) because of the provimity of this Method (of the Agnihotra!, and (2) 
hecause we find the denotution of the roo! quot present us a feature of the 


Injunction, But none of these arguments appear tv be quite proper ; 
because as for the former, it entails au ; 


acceptance of * saméanaridhanatya’ 

‘the fact of the equality of Injunction), whieh is digt; j 
t ch is distinct 3 y 

the Sansthidhikurana (III. vi, 41—-47) i while = 3 1 —— 
it only brings forward the law of Atideça, it is w 8 — 
further. if the requisite relationship is accomplis 
what would be the use of the presenc — 
And conversely, if sence of the said feature of Injunction ? 

nd conversely, if the presence of this feature were the r i 
relationship, there could be absolutely no use fo ee a ee ig 

. * si i 
mity’; because that reason would apply equally 18 oe 
tance (and not in proximity). ` n. 


In view of these objections we must ex 
the Bhashya as follows:—(1) Because the 


inasmuch 
holly irrelevant. And 


hed by mere Proximity, 


proxi- 
at a dis- 


Plain the said expressi 


on 
N said Method is made Siew, 
promimate by means of the particular Homa, which is found to be most 


helped by that Method; and (2) because we find the Noot. meaning of 
« juhoti” which is u feature of the Injunction, and which affords a ground for 
Atidegu. l , 
And because the Root-meaning of ‘/uhoti,’ appearing through the 
Context only. as a feature of the Injunction. is only referred to (in the sen- 


or 
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tence in question), — therefore the Affix (in ‘ jukuyāt’) cannot be taken as 
enjoining either the appearance of that Action (of Homa), or the Result 
as following from it. 

Question B what has the Homa been previously mentioned, to which 
‘* Homa the ‘ juhuyat’ in question would be a reference? 

Answer : You donot certainly mean to say that there is no other sentence 
laying down the Homa. 

Some people explain this last sentence of the Bhashya differently, as 
meaning that it is not the case that apart from the ‘ sense-efficiency ° 
brought about by Dadhi there are no results, in the shape of Heaven 
and the like, following from the Homa of the Agnihotra; because such a 
result, in the shape of Heaven at least, is mentioned in the very sentence 
that lays down the Agnthotra itself (‘agnthotram juhuyat svargakamak ). 

But inasmuch as this interpretation would represent the Bhashya 
as saying something wholly unconnected with the question put forward, 
and as such being wholly irrelevant,—we must accept the former explaua- 
tion as being the more reasonable. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Action mentioned in the sentence 
in question is not different from the previous Agnthotra; all that the 
Sentence does is to declare that if Dadhi is employed at the Action, sense- 
efficiency is the result that follows,—by the help of Homa (which serves 
to make possible the use of the Dudhi). Or, the sentence may be taken 
as declaring that the Result follows, neither from the Dadh nor from 
the Homa, but from the connection of the Dadhi and the Homa,—and the 
Words ‘dadhi’ and ‘homa’ only serve the purpose of expressing that 
connection ;—(1) because for reasons already given, the word ‘dadhi’ 
cannot be said to have been wrongly inserted; and (2) because the 
Result could not follow from the Dadhé alone by itself. 


In this case, however, in accordance with a rule explained above, th 
Sentence that has previ 


th sf ously mentioned the relationship of the Home and 
e Dadhi i osz., the sentence * dadhna juhoti") not being capable of being 
taken ulong with the sentence in question ( dadhnéndriyak@masya Juhu - 


te the said relationship of the Dadht and the Homa cannot be taken 
accomplished” (for this latte à this relationship 
not being capable of being 5 ee as ; 


g taken as pointed out by the Context, we must 
conclude that itis the sentence in „5 establishes that 
relationship; and then lays down the I. junction of that relationship, in 


reference to the particular Result; and thus the sentence containing the 
Injunction of more than one thing, there is a distinct syntactical split. 
For these reasons we conclude that the former intérpretation—that 
the result follows from Dadhi—is the only correct one, The final sum- 
ming up (in the Bhdsaya) alao is in keeping. with that interpretation: it 
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being in the form—therefore we conclude that the result apne f mag si 
Dadhi as connected with the homa, And hence the sentence a etc. 
must be taken only as pointing another possible alternative. i 

Some people; however, declare as follows: ‘It is one and = ae 
‘ view—thut the result follows from the Dadhi—that is put forwar om 
‘beginning to end, with all the arguments in its favour (and there = no 
mention of any alternative); and hence the proper reading of the ās- 
' hya is—dadhiçabdasya vivakshitatvat, and the words atha vā afford a 
‘ wrong reading’. N 

But this assertion—that the alternative explanation is not possible 
and that the reading is wrong can be refuted in the following manner : 
As soon as we construe the sentence in question as that ‘for one desiring 
sense-efficiency, the result should be accomplished by means of Dadhi `, 
we at once become cognisant of the fact that the Result follows from 
the Dadhi as the Instrumental means; and this instrumental charac- 
ter, not being otherwise possible, points to its connection with some sort 
of an action; and as the relationship of the agent and the Action is always 
in the form of a potency, the said connection is included in the Instru- 
mental ending; and then, inasmuch as that which is denoted by the 
affix is the principal factor in the sentence, what the sentence comes to do 
finally is that it lays down, for the sake of the Result, the connection of 
that of which what is expressed by the basic noun (‘ dadhi’) is the subor- 
dinate element. And when that connection has been laid down, then. 
as before, the Context serves to point to a particular Action, 


of the Homa, And, then, in accordance with the law regulating the relation- 
ship of the Material and the Deity, 


hence, for the purpose of establishin 
and the Qualifed (between the 
brought up by the Context. 
the connection between the Dadh 
of the Result. 

Thus then, the reading ‘atha va’ 


is found to bè quite 
though the conclusion and the final summing up are those of 80 aitoi : 
mer 


interpretation. Or even N be taken as those of the latter inter 
pretation; as in that case also, masmuch as what is mentioned is the 
Dudht as connected, this connection is that of which the Dadh; 18 rap 

. 8 
subordinate element; and as such there would be no incongruousgesg 


Dadhi and the Homa), the Homa is 


hya speaks of 
n for the sake 


in this. 5 z iaa 
Objection : * In the case of the sentence in question (if it be m 


n 
“laying down the Result as following from the Material), the Injunctio 


n 
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“ would involve the functioning of two words dadhnā’ and ‘ tndrtyaka- 
“ masya’ ; and this would give rise to a syntactical split. á 
Reply : This is no argament against us; because the mere fact of a 
Sentence expressing Various relationships does not bring about a syntactical 
split; it is only when the potency of the Injunction itself is manifold, that 
we have that split ; and as a matter of fact, we have no such manifold 
potency of the Injunction in the case in question. That is to say, it is 
quite possible for many things to be connected together by means of a 
single sentence ; and in this fact alone, there is no split of the sentence. 
Because it has been distinctly pointed out that it is only the multifarious- 
ness of the Injanction itself that brings about a syntactical split. There 
is nu such multifariousness in the case in question ; because the Result is 
not an object of Injunction. The construction of the sentence thus comes 
to be this: the accomplishment of sense-efficiency (this being a mere reference 
and not an Injunction) 28 to be brought about by means of Dudhi. As a 
rule, when a person desires something, he exerts himself to its attain- 
ment; and hence for the acquiring of such a desirable thiug as sense- 
efficiency, the person would exert himself uaturally (without any Injunc- 
tion from outside) ; and hence what the Injunctive affix in question 
does is to lay down the Bhavana with its Instrumental factor, with refer- 
ence to the same Bhavani as endowed with the objective factor (i.e., the 
Result) ; and thus the object of Injunction being one only in the shape of the 
Instrument (as the Result is only referred to),-—there is no syntactical split. 


Consequently, we conclude that for the sake of making the word 
q he sentence must be taken as laying 


‘dadhi’ serve ® useful purpose, t ; i 
down te Badli as following from the Material Dadhi, and not as laying 


down a distinct Action. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 
[The Varavantiya, etc., ave distinct Actions. | 


Sati 2): When the sentences are similar ‘the Results) 
would be connected with distinct Actions. 
a We now proceed to deal with an exception to the foregoing Adhi- 
karana. l 
The subject of the Adhikarana is thus shown: (1) 2 have the sen- 
tence—‘ trivrdagnishtudagnishtomah, tasya vayavyasu ékavingamagnish- 
tomasama krtvā brahkmavarcasakamé yajéta’ ; and then in continuation of 
this Agnishtut sacrifice, we have the sentence ‘ varavuntiyumagnishtoma- 
sīma karyam,’ which lays down an accessory (in the shape of the vāravan- 
tīya); and then we come to the sentence, (2) ‘ etasyaiva révatishn varavantiya- 
maynishtomasama krtva pagukamé pete ud yajéta’. [The difference between 
the bearing of the two sentences being that when the Vdravantiya is 
sung in connection with the Vayavya verses then the result is in the shape 
of Brahmic glory’, while when the same is sung in connection with the 
Révati verses, the Result is in the shape of Cattle 2) 
Here too, we have, as before, the following doubt :—Does this last 
sentence enjoin an independent action, distinct from that laid down W Bia 
previous sentence, as qualifed by a distinct material (in the e ha 
Varavantiya in connection with the Révati verses)? Or, does it on] 
to lay down this distinct material only, wit y serve 


h reference to the s 
just as in the case of the sentence 5 


deal 2 e Action, 
sldhikarana ? ealt with 


in the foregoing 
And on this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Jn view of the reasons detailed, and the conclusion arrived at. ; 

= foregoing Adhikarana, it must be admitted that the sentence in a9 he 

“ serves only to lay down the Result as following from a Partianlat tion 

“sory in connection with the previously mentioned action). Boi” 

ay matten of fact, we find that the Injunetive potency of the sen 8 S >: 
8 

antya i 


Injun 
sequently we cannot take the sentence as laying down the Sucry 
“consequently i á } 


fice (as 


‘ n 
taken up by the connection between the Rēvatī and the Varay 
t take n . i . . . 
28 6 a Result mentioned along with this 5 
„and then we find a 8 ction. 


VARAVANTIYA, ETC., ARE DISTINCT ACTIONS. 775 


“that would entail a dual functioning of the Injunction, thereby leading 
to syntactical split). And as for the connection between the Bévati 
“and the Varavantiya, this would be brought about, without a repetition 
“ot the Injunctive affix, by the word krton which is mentioned dis- 
“ tinctly by itself (and as such this would not involve the said syntac- 
“tical split). ae 
“That is to say. it might be argued that—- inasmuch as the sen- 

“tence involves the Injunction of the appenrauce of the connection 
between Nevatt and the Varavanti get, and then an Injunction also of that 
Connection with reference to the Result, there would be a repetition of 
“the Injunctive affix, which would give rise to a syntactical split’. But 
“ this reasoning would be scarcely valid: because the Vedic sentence itself 
“ enjoins only the Result,—the fact being that the said connection having 
“been established by the clause révutishy varavantiyum krtvā`. what 
* the Injunctive affix following after the root 9% (in *yujēta`) does 
is to lay down only the relationship (causal) of that Connection with the 
Particular result. And thus there is no chance of the anomaly result- 
ing from a repetition of the Injunctive affix. 

; Then tao, inasmuch as the Révati verses” ave spoken of as the 
‘substrate or basis (of the Samu, they ave distinctly subordinate in 
“their character: and hence it is the Varavantiys sūmu which, on account 
“OF its predominant character, comes to be enjoined with reference to 
“the Resalt. 

That is to say, iu the sentence in question. on acconnt of the 
~“ mention of au Accessory, the potency of the Injunctive, being removed 
k from that which is expressed by the Verbal root (9%), serves to lay 
B down that accessory, for the sake of the particular result; and as such 
i 't is found to lay down. that which-has not been cognised as subservient 
` to anything else. As for the Rēvutī verses, inasmuch as they are 
5 Spoken of in the Locative, they are subservient to the Varavantiya sama; 
8 a as such not standing in need of any other purpose, they could. sh 
55 „„ with the Result; while the Väravantiya, having ae ented 5 
i 88 for its subordinate aecompaniment, is cognised 5 apa 
15 meee account of its being mentioned in the Accusa 7 85 cn ake 
4 Bee 5 in the manner of the 5 5 lcok-ont 
“for a, Told by the verb ‘krtra@’; and thus being l 

® purpose, it becomes connected with the Result. . 
Or, in this case also, we can reject both the Révati and the Varavan- 
tu, and hold the Result to follow only from the Connection of these two, 
= Thus then, we distinctly recognise the following facts m conna 
“ tion with the sentence in question : (1) that at the time of its 1 i 
“the iden of the previously mentioned ‘sacrifice’ FS Bell present Us ve 
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- mind; (2) that the word stat (in ‘ étasya’) distinctly a ’ 
that which has been spoken of before; (3) that the gone 5 e <j the 
“appearing after that ‘etat’ which is co-extensive with (re z inte 
„ «sacrifice ’, signifies the relationship of the Basis and the Based, po ing 
~out by the Context, between that sacrifice and the Accessory as — 
to the Result; (4) that the word ‘ēra’ serves tO pect ar 15 
basis or substrate for that Accessory, because no such pele 1 7 
possible; (5) that the Varavantiya qualified by the eee e 
~ Aynishtomasīma is already laid down by the previous F i i — 
„all these facts distinctly point to the conelnsion that the — > A ait 
© fice’) mentioned in the sentence in question is none . t ` n at 
“down in the previous sentence: and as such, inasmuch = aa sf 1555 
Action is referred to in the sentence in question, the Injunctive affix ~~ ant 
Sentence will not be put to the trouble of laying down the Action, over 
~ above the Accessory). o ; 
ü While if the — be taken as laying down & distinct AnS 
“ag in that case nothing will have been previously laid down, t 
~ Injunctive affix would have to enjoin all that is necessary. l — 

„And asa matter of fact, no such injunction of all things is poss! t g 
because the Injunctive, by its very nature, is always endowed with 
~ aingle potency; and when its purpose is fulfilled by the Injunction © 
~ even a little thing, it can never enjoin any more than that. 

“Thus then, we find that the word ¢ krtva’ establishes the cohnection 
„between the Révati and the Varavantiya, while the Injunctive affix leys 
„down only the relationship of that Connection with the particular result 
“ And as such, there being no necessity of accepting a manifold potency of 
t the Injunctive, there can be no doubt as to the 

that the sentence in questi anes 

(with reference to a e — — 5 a down an Accessory 
As all the references onumerated ab pila > 

"* npon the reference of the ove are included in and based 


‘sacrifice? iia . 3 
spoken of in the Bhashya, and ce’, itisonly this last that has been 


all the rest } : i 
st have been left to be inf 1 
` — N ' ferred. 
For these rea i ( Conclude that the sentence in question do 
„lay down a distinct Action.” oe 


superiority of the theory 


SIDDHANY A. 


To the above we make the following reply: When there isan Acces 
sory which accepts the previously mentioned Action as its substratum, then 
alone is it so that we do not perceive any difference between the Actions 
(mentioned in the two sentences) ; and the reason is that in such a ca 
what the latter sentence does is only to refer to the previons Action kor 
of its connection with the new Accessory, 


Se, 


the 
sake 


VARAVANTIYA, ETC., ane DUE ASTANA: m 
That is to Say, we find the sentencé.in question, etasyatva tepati; olo’, 
containin e mention of ‘ sacrifice directly by means of the root yaj: 5 
under the Circumstances, if the exact sort of ‘sacrifice’ that is herein 
mentioned ad been previously mentioned in another sentence, ‘then alone 
could Wwe Conclude that the one mentioned in the sentence in question is not 
a distinct Sacrifice. -As for instance, in the case of the sentence ‘dadhna- 
ndriyakāmusay, etc.’, we find that the sentence directly lays down only the 
relationship with the particular Result; and then the Context helpa to 
supply the other substrate of the relationship, —in the shape of Homa; 
and in thig Case we admit the mention of ‘ Homa’ in the sentence to be a 
mere reference to a previously mentioned ‘Homa’ ; and another reason 
for this jg thatthe Dadhé by itself also is capable of directly accomplishing 
the Homa, In the case in question, on the other hand, we find that the 
Varavantiya qualified by the Revati verses is not, by oa Se e . 
directly accomplishing the Sacrifice; because it is neither a Deity hor a 
Material (which two alone are capable of directly accomplishing the 
Sacrifice); because the Sacrifice requires, for its accomplishment, no other 
helping factors, except those of the Deity, the Material, and the Performer ; 
and hence it is never accomplished directly by means of a Sama (Varaygy, 
fīya and the like). 
us then, 3 through the peculiar character 4 the Context, the 
_ Sacrifice? (previously mentioned) is present in the mind, yet it does not 
. become cogniged as the substrate of the said Sama, 1 of 85 inherent 
incapability of having that character; and hence that Sacrifice cannot be 
„cepted ag referred to by the sentence in question ( Revatisha 
specially as we have no grounds for believing that the * sacrifice 
mentioned is the same as the one previously mentioned. As for th 
ing, that forms a part of the previous sacrifice’, and which, bein 
plished by means of the Varavanttya Sama, is capable of being taken ag 
its Substrate — it is not. pointed out by the Context; because the Presence 
of Hymning in the previous ‘sacrifice’, the ‘ Agnishiut’, is only based 
upon an indirect implication, 
Tt is with reference to this, that 
the Sama is inherentl 
such Hymning is poi 


1 eto,” ; 
, herein 
e Hymn. 
K accom. 


it has been declared that—though 
y Capable of accomplishing the Hymning, yet as no 
ated out by the Context, it cannot be taken as the 
substrate of the Sama in question, 

The following argument might be brought forward by the other 
party: “Dhe Sama Could base itself upon the Sacrifice, in that very 
5 capacity whereby it would help the performance of the sacrifice; and 
t in versely the ‘ Sacrifice’ also would become the 55 ama, 
4 00 whatever capacity it would be able to act as a tru rato; auch 
Snitio 


a being based upon the general rule whereby the meanings of all 
98 
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„verbs are ascertained in accordance with the capacities of things. And 
“then (even though the Sama may not be able to help directly in the 
performance of the sacrifice itself, yet) in accordance with the Satra 
“ [II—i—18, it would be quite capable of directly accomplishing the 
“ Hymning which forms an integral part of the Agnishtut’ sacrifice ; and 
“as such, there would be no incongruity inthe said relationship of the 
“ Basis and the Based (between the Sdma and the“ Sacrifice’), which 
would be due to an integral part of the latter, in the shape of the 
“ Hymning.” 

Reply That is not possible ; because we have already shown that 
that alone can be taken as the subsidiary part of a sacrifice which has 
been actually laid down as such a part; that, on the other hand, which 
appears distinctly as independent by itself, can never become 
part, 

That is to say, in the case of the sentence $ Saptadaparatnirvajapsyasyw 
yāpah’ (the sacrificial post at the Vajapeya in to be seventeen cubits in 
length), we find that the ‘ seventeen-cubit-length ’ is distinctly laid 
down as a subsidiary detail; and then, inasmuch as it is not found to be 
capable of being directly connected with the Vajapeya sacrifice, we 
conclude that it should help in the performance of this sacrifice in what- 
ever way it can ; and consequently it comes to be taken as a qualification 
of the sacrificial post which forms 8m eee factor in the performance. 
If, in the case in question also, the Varavantiya had been laid et can 
a ‘subsidiary detail of the sacrifice,—then alone, being found incapable of 
directly serving the Sacrifice, would it come to be taken 


a subsidiary 


as helpi a 
Hymning, which forms an integral part of the sacrifice, Ping the 


As a matter 
wn in regard 
basis, in the 


of fact, however, we find that the Varavantiya, 
to a particular result, stands in need of a 8 
shape of nn Action; and under the circumstances, if it could find 
Action, already previously mentioned, that could form its substrate any 
it would directly connect itself with that Action ; when, RISAN 2 then 
no such Action already mentioned, then the Sentence in question Sue finds 
poiuts to something else (a fresh Action hitherto not mentioned Inetly 
requisite basis. Nor would the Varavuntiyu become Wholly useless r n 
being connected with any previously mentioned Action; as it will } by not 
uge in the new Action that would be laid down by the sentence in are its 
And further, inasmuch as the action of Hymning is whol] ae 

t from that of Sucrifice,—by accomplishing the former, the Varuna, 158 
— t be said to have accomplished the latter. And hence, ii ‘ya 
. UE helped in the Hymning, it would remain as unconnected en.if 


i ; Wit 
Sacrifice, as if it had been mentioned and performed in bnn h the 
acre „ ats 


ction with 
another sacrifice altogether. In the case of the sentence « saptadaga- 


being laid do 
ubstrate, or 
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ratnirvdjapéyasya yilpak,’ on the other hand, we find that the Genitive 
in ‘vajapeyasya’ signifies mere relationship in general; and as such, 
there is, in this case, nothing incongruous in the relationship subsisting 
indirectly, in the subsidiary details. And as such there can be no 
similarity between the sentence ‘saptadaga, etc.’ and the sentence in 
question, 

Even though it be possible for the Sacrifice to form the substrate (of 
the Sama), indirectly, through the Hymning,—yet, in that case the Sama 
would come to be connected with all kinds of Hymns; and as such the 
Specification, in the sentence in question, of the Hymn as the ‘Agnish- 
foma Sama’ would be wholly meaningless, For if the Hymn called the 
‘ Agnishtoma Sama’ be taken as the required substrate indicated by the 
Sentence itself, then there would be a syntactical split (the sentence laying 
down the fact of the Varavantiya being based on the Agnishtoma Sama, 
and also that of its bringing about the particular Result). Then again, if 
the sentence be taken as “indicating a general relationship (of the 
Varavantizya) with the Agnishtoma Sdma,—this general relationship being 
Specified by the expression ‘ étasyaiva’,—then too there is a syntactical 
Split; and the pronoun ‘étasya’ indicating the relationship of that which 
has gone before, this would make the Varavantiya connected with all the 
Hymns of the previous sacrifice; and then its specification as 

Agnishtoma Sama’ would also entail a syntactical split, And lastly, in 
View of the great complications arising from making the Varavantiya con- 
nected (at one and the same time) with the Revati Rk, as well as with the 
Aynishtoma Sama, they remain as before. 

Objection : “ When the Agnishtut sacrifice is obtained as the required 
“ substrate, all the rest that is required would be obtained from the previ- 
“ous Injunction; and as for the Varavantiya, when it would rest upon a 
“sacrifice, it would not exist in any place except that wherein it is found 
“to help the Sacrifice; aud the Sacrifice too would not seek for the Vara- 
“vantiyn in any other Hymn (save that which forms part of itself). And 
‘as there is no reason for rejecting the Varavantiya that is connected with 
the Agnishtoma Sama of the Sacrifice previously mentioned in the Context, 
“there can be no question as toa connection with any other Hymn or 
“ Sacrifice,” = ; 

Reply : It is not so; we could bave all this only if the sentence in 
qmestion— Rëvatishu etc. stood in need of the previous sentence laying 
down the Fare in connection with the Agnishtoma Sama as & 
matter of ¢ Y Š such need; because we 
havo gi act, however, we find that there is no abt a en 
Senteng s ye shown above that there is no mutual 1 fi 11 
5 Wing down such things as the Accessory and the like. ? ý 

en again, the relationship of the Sacrifice with the Vdravantiya that 
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is mentioned in the sentence in question, is wholly different from the previ- 
ous relationship (because in the previous case the Vdravantiya was in 
connection with the Vayavya verses, whereas in the sentence in question. 
it is in connection with the Révati verses); and as such it could never 
attain to the position assumed by the previous relationship. Specially as 
in the previous sentence, the Varavantiya, forming a part of the Action 
itself, is recognised as connected with the Agnishtoma Sama of that 
(Agnishtut) sacrifice; while in the case in question, we find it mentioned 
as being something in itself desirable by man (as is indicated by the 
distinct mention of the word ‘krtva’); and as such the Veda could not 
relegate this latter to the same position as the previous one. And as for 
any assumptions based upon the Samanyatodrshta Inference, we have 
already shown above that such things as we are dealing with are not 
amenable to Inference. 

' To the same effect, we have the following declaration: That Sama-— 
which is laid down as independently, by its 6wn form, bringing about the 
Resalt,—stands in need of the text of the Veda only, for the propose of its 
appearance. 

That is to say, if the Feen Sama had originally appeared, first 
of all, at the Agnishtut sacrifice, then we could not but take it as apper- 
taining to that sacrifice, even if such connection were not mentioned. As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that in the case in question, the Sama 
depends, for its appearance, on the Vedic text only ; and it is as taken 
directly from the Veda that it is laid down for the sake of a definite 
result. And consequently the Agnishtut sacrifice and the AFUE Ronit 

Sema connected with that sacrifice do not in any way differ from other 


Sacrifices and Hymns,—in the matter of their being con 
. S nec ~ 
Varavantiya Sdma mentioned in the sentence in ected with the 


i : That is to sa; 
the Sama is as unconnected with the Agnishtut . ( 1 y» 
of the previously mentioned sacrifices, 885 85 oo as with any other 
If the sentence in question had 1210 a 40. l 

the Varavantiya, then we could, somehow * elec: purification of 
which had been “aed mentioned (in connection 9 with that 
8 ROL iene A in t e care of the sentence vrihin prok 4 Agnishtnt 
anger F of the corn. But, a nee ae 
sentence in question does not ly late 5 S n matter of fact, the 
sequently we conclude that the Värav y such purifie 


: z antiya of the sente ation, Con- 

hag no connection with the Agnishtoma Sama of the sea in question 
Objection: “ Though the Varavantiya serves to fulfil ca d 

“ hy the human agent, yet, so long as it does not help to brin = desireg 

“completion of the sacrifice, it caunot fulfil that end eithe & about the 


4 . 5 ; and t 
‘' aocomplishment of the sacrifice also being indirectly indicated ae ke. 


question. 
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„Sama attains the position that had been previously found for it (at that 


“‘ sacrifice), just as though the Ourd and the Milk help in the performance .- d 


of the sacrifice, yet they become connected with the details of the 
“ Pranita vessel.“ l ; S 
Reply: Such is the case only when the details are mentioned as qualifi- . 
cations. In the case in question, however, the Agnishtoma Sima is not a 
qualification of the Va@ravantiya. It could be such a qualification, only if 
the sentence in question actually referred to its context—which latter fact 
has still to be established (by the Pürvnpakshin). If, in some way or l 
other, a certain relationship of the Varavantiya with the Agnishtoma Sama. 
were cognised, then there would be nothing to interfere with the application 
of the details of the latter to the former, like those of the Pranita to the 
Curd and Milk. a 2 ts a 
Thus then, even this last argument of. the Parvapakshin does not affect 
the reasoning of the Siddkānta; and hence it is only by taking. the 
sentence as laying down an independent Action that we-can avoid a 
syntactical split (and make the sentence a single whole). A 
Because in that case, even when all the elements of the latter 
sentence are such as have not been previously mentioned, all of them are ` 
capable of being laid down by the process of “qualified Injunction”; while 
there can be no difficulty as to such an Injunction, when, as a matter of `. 
fact, many of the details spoken of in the sentence in question are such as 
form part of the details of the previously mentioned Agnishtut sacrifice, — 
and are applied to that mentioned in the sentence in question, only by 
indirect implication. l : oe: 
For instance, (1) the word stat (in ‘étasya’) would refer, by indica- - 
tion, to the details of the previous sacrifice, specially as such indirect indi- 
cation is not faulty in the case of a Reference or Description (as it is in that 
of an Injunction). Or the pronoun might directly denote the Action to be 
immediately mentioned; as the pronoun ésha’ does in the case of the sen- 
tence ‘ athaisha jyotth, etc. ’;—(2) as for the Varavantiya, it appears in the 
previous sentence as helping iu the performance of the sacrifice; and ns, 
such, in that form, it would become referred to in the sentence in questiou. . 
as appertaining thereto by indirect, implication;—(3) and the operation 
of the Injunctive also would be very much simplified by making it enjoin 
only the sacrifice as qualified by the peculiar relationship of the Baontt, 
and the Varavantiya as pointed out by the word ‘ kriva’. | 
oe Objection: “Inasmuch as what would be enjoined. in 
“a ) the relationship of the Agnishfoma Sama with the 
ap vantzya, as well as (2) the sacrifice,—the oase in quert 2 
a oe deal different pal ie cases of qualified Injunotion (as in alt 
e cases, the object of Injanction is the sacrifice only ). Becanus.. 


this case ae | 
-Racati and the 
estion. would. be 
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“the qualifications of two distinct Actions cannot be amenable to the 
“ same (injunctive) effort, when an Injunction has served to lay down one 
“ Action, we should have recourse to another Injunction for the purpose 
“ of laying down another Action. That is to say, those properties and quali- 
“fications that belong to a single Action are all implied by that Action 
“ when it is enjoined, and as such, they do not necessitate any diversity in 
“ the operation of the Injunctive word; while, on the other hand, when the 
qualification belongs to an Action other than the one that is enjoined, 
“it is not implied by the enjoined Action, because it is not in any 
“ way related to this latter,—and as such, for 
“ tions, it would be absolutely necessary to r 
“ Injunctive; and this would certainly involve 

Reply : The latter Bhavana (which is signified in the word ‘ yajéta ') 
takes in, as its subject, only that which is denoted by the word ‘ krtva’; 
and that | Bhavana} too which is denoted by this latter word would take 
in only that qualification which belongs to its own specific object. Then, 
when the new sacrifice (mentioned in the sentence in question) has taken 
up the Rk ( Révati) and the Sama ( Varavan 
the Révatt would be in accordance wit 
already ascertained. 


That is to say, while the denotation of the word kriva,’—after hav- 
ing established the relationship between the Revati and the Varavantiya— 


is waiting on the look-out for the second Bhavana [that denoted by the 
word yajeta’|, it becomes taken nP, as specified by its qualification (in 
the shape of the. said connection between the Varavantiya as based upon 
the Révat? verses), by the ‘ Sacrifice’ (mentioned by the root yaji’ in 
‘yajéta’). And consequently what the. Sacrifice’ implies is its own quali 
fication (and not that of any other Action). That, however. TA 
denoted by the word ‘krtva i. e., accomplish i 
not directly connected with the Sai 


the sake of such qualifica- 
epeat the operation of the 
a syntactical split.“ 


tīya), the position assigned to 
h the Sama that has its position 


d relationship (of the Rk 
: and th 
Sama) ; and as such, masmuch as that relationship comes to h A 
subordinate character, it ig relegated to the su — 


avantiya). Thus then, th 
wn the Agnisktoma 


Sama 
to that Sfima, and as i 


such 


there is no 


: s z ai Because 
it is only when the qualifications or accessories have not themselves 


the character of Actions that they hetake themselves to an Action; ag for 
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the Varavantiya, inasmuch as it is sung (and as such forms an action in 
itself), what can it have to do with another Action (the Sacrifice, for 
instance) ? 

That is to say, in the case of snch accessories as the Dadhi, the 
Milking vessel and the like, we find that, without an Action, their very 
character of “ Instrument ” cannot be attained; and as such they stand 
in need of some such Action. As for the Faravantiga, however, inas- 
much as it is denotable by the root gayati’, it is an action in itself; and 
as such, even without any other Action, it is capable by itself, just like 
the sacrifice, of accomplishing the desired result ; and thus not standing 
in need of another Action, it would not be connected with any such, it 
would, when sung by itself on the basis of the Révati verses, bring about 
its result, independently of the performance of any such sacrifice as the 
Agnishtut. And in that case, the words— Btasya’, ‘agnishtoma-sima '. 
‘kriva’ and yajéta’—would all become wholly unconnected (and 
irrelevant) with the previous sacrifice (the Agnishtut). 

Consequently we must conclude that the Result (mentioned in the 
Sentence in question) follows from the Sacrifice; and this sacrifice, being 
spoken of as qualified by properties wholly at variance with those of the 
previously mentioned Agnishtut, is wholly distinct from that sacrifice. 

The Bhashya explains the Sūtra as—Sameshu evanjatiyakeshu bhin- 
navakyéshu karmayukium phalam bhavet. In this the word ‘saméshn’ 
expresses, either the fact of the (previous) sacrifice (the Agnishtnt) and the 
(latter) accessory (Vdravantiya) not standing to each other in the 
relationship of the Basis and the Based, because of the inherent incapa- 
bility of the two,—or that of the Varavantiya, which is an Action by itself. 
being wholly independent of any other Action. The expression ‘ bhinnu- 
vakyeshu means that though in the case of both theories—z.e., whether the 
5 in question be taken as mentioning a particular result following 
—̃ — a ree accessory in connection with the action 
E Ti g Anes * . sen ea or as laying down an altogether 
feam int p i ’ = e 1 $ 95 IER sentence would be different 
the dintinctnens of the two sentences wanld be dn Fut ee 
veti > a c 1 ! $ 1 ences would be better justified by both $ 
compound certain te * of the two sentences forming & 115 
distinety igen e : would not be quite justifiable in face 15 

, tess of their siguitications), 
ays the Bha 
at some 
i SH z 
in vie 


shyu—nahyetusya revatyah santi, etc. It is just possible 
e people might construe the sentence in question as Weny 
YC révatyah, tāsu vāruvantīyam krtvā’; but, though, in this case 


Ww ; 
of the Context, the reference to th 


e former qualified Sacrifice 


. 
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would not involve a syntactical split, yet, inasmuch as the fact of 1 
ing about (or employing) the Bēvatī verses themselves has 1228 said 
previously laid down, any reference to this (as is inevitable in A will 
construction) cannot be quite allowable. And hence the poe agree 
have to be construed as—(1) ‘ tatra rēvatyah prayoktavyah, (2) tase <a 155 
vantiyam, etc.’ ; and this would involve a syntactical split, and ma 
word ‘ étasya’ wholly redundant. tue sake 
The following argument might be brought forward: “ For 775 1 
“of the word ‘etasya’, we could take the sentence as n dit 
Injunctive part: ‘étasya revatyah kartavyith, tasu ca oe ie eal 
tacca phalaya’, and (2) the reference part; the word ‘ ynjeta being Oe 
“as merely referring to the previously mentioned Agnishtut w an 
But thus too, the sentence is made to lay down three distinc r de 
and as such syntactical split becomes inevitable; and further, as 0 an 
Agnishtoma Sama, we cannot speak of its connection as being e — 
enjoined or only referred to (in the sentence in question). If this con on 
tion were enjoined, then inasmuch as the mere presence of the mea 
toma Sama has been pointed out by the previous Injunction, Md dice 
` etasya’ would be absolutely useless; and such an Injunction woul * 
involve a syntactical split. This is one way of taking the said text 0 
Bhashya. 
Some people, however, take the word <atgp? inthe wane that is 
pointed out by its position,—namely, that of qualifying the Révatz. And 
in that case, the construction of the sentence in question would be 
like this: ‘ētasyı yā Revatyah tasn varava 
krtvā? But in this case also, inasmuch as there is no specification of 
the sagrifice (at which all this is to done),—as the word ‘@tasya’ is 
wholly taken up in qualifying the Révati, we do not take it with Aynish- 
toma’, as ‘etasyi agnishtoma’ as even if such a Selon 
bet deen the two words were meant-to be expressed, there would be a 
syntactical split. * 
J do you yourself avoid the syntactical 
isco sig neve hee pa by = opponent, after all the possible 
constructions of the sentence in question, in accordance with the Papier 
ksha, had been refuted,—yet the Parvapakshin rensong thus in his ming : 
‘ When we have so thoroughly ni the 1 of the Siddhantin, all 
‘ a ow * á 
these syntactical splits that he has ep 1 ER T ap magical 
a ag oid (of his own intellect); and so just put 
ene in the 2 — do you yourself avoid the said syntactical split ? 
5 A replies by putting forward the following construction . 


‘ Mente +k hu viravantiyam sīma kriva paguk@mo yajéta’; and the 
` © Revatishu rks. 


> Specially 


nsé of the reply is that when the sentence in question is taken ag ] aying 
8e e i ' 


nttyam Agnishtoma sāma - 


+ 
VARAVANIIY4S, ETC., ARE LISTINCT ACTIONS. : 785 


down a new Action, it is quife possible for this Action to be laid down in 

1 i (in the way shown in the construction put forward) ; 
qualified form 8 

nnd as such the sentence having a single predicate, there would be no 
sy f it in vol ved. ` 

i aera Nanu arthabhedak : yagagcaivam hyapirvak kartavyah, 
“ Revatishu varavantiyam apurvam '. That is to say, inasmuch as the ; 
“sentence would involve two Bhāvanās mentioned in the sentence—viz., 
the one mentioned by the word ‘krtvā’ and another by the word. yajéta’, 
“ there could not but be a split in the syntax.” | 

Answer : Not so; because what we mean is that the sentence luys 
down only one principal Bhavana (that signified by ‘yajeta’) as qualitied 
by another secondary Bhavana (signified by ‘krtoa’). 

Objection: The relationship of the Revat? and the Varavantiya could, 
“uot be enjoined ; because as there could be no injunction of a qualification 
“of qualifications (i. s., of the connection which is a qualification of the briny. 
ing about, denoted by the root in ‘ krtva’, which again, according to 
Jou, is the qualification of the y) ;—any such connection could not 
be enjoined by means of the Iujunctive Affix (ZLiz.) ; and as for the affix 
“““ktva’ (in ‘krtva’), it has not been mentioned by Panini, as having 
“the function of the Injunctive. Hence, though the Bhavand may be 
“ spoken of as connected, yet, inasmuch as the activity of the human 
“agent should depend upon an Injunction, he would take that Bhā- 
“ vanā to be as good as non-existent. Thus then, both the Revatz and the 
ts V aravantiya being qualifications of the Bhavana of the sacrifice’ only, 
H they could not be employed outside the sacrifice itself; and as there is 
1 "© ground for either of the two restricting the employment of the other 
: (that is whether the Revat? restrict tho Varavantiya or vice versd is not 
. Scertuinable), both of them would come to refer to one and the same 
E stotra, (Hymn) ; and then there being no such rule as that both of them 
i: should bë employ ed in one and the same place, there would be many other 
10 „ Gayatri, and the rest that could be based upon the Revatt . 
“the = (there being no rule réatricling the Revuti verses as tho basis of 
& waja oe Sama only); and conversely the Varavantiya Sama pe 
ae Brhatz and to be based upon other verses—such as the Gayatrt, 1 
About, es cere md under the circumstances, 3 cere 

` lutely useless Hee, Revatishe -Varacatiyam’ wou t 5 seems fo 
u ay down t . i pneg it must be concluded that the mae 0 laa 
h its p erat verses, in reference to tho Ja 150 previous 
Anisha aron duly ascertained (in connection wi E aay 
: * Sacrifice)” ; 


though at „The above argument does not affect aur position 5 8 8 
ne. word kriva’ does not directly express an Injunction, yet in 
99 : 
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such cases as the one in question, it is taken as pointing to an Injunetion 
all the same. That is to say, whenever we meet with a sentence like 
‘idam krtvā idam kurydt’ (having done this, one should do that),—if the 
action denoted by the verb with the ‘kivā’ affix is one that har been 
previously mentioned else. iere, then its mention in this sente..ce is 
simply in the shape of a motive cause or occasion (for the performance of 
the second action); when, however, that action is not one that has been 
previously mentioned, then it is a means or instrument of the accomplish- 
ment of the second Action ; because that Action, which is distinctly laid 
down as to be performed after the accomplishment of a previous Action (that 
which is mentioned by the word ending in ‘ ktvä ), can never be performed, 
unless that previous Action has been performed; and as such the 
performance of the Action being found to be absolutely necessary, it is 
admitted to be as good as direct] y enjoined. Thus, in the case in question, 
the relationship of the Revati and the Varavantiya (mentioned by tho 
word ‘krtva’) is such as has never been mentioned prior to the 
Injunction contained in the sentence in question ; and as such it cannot be 
taken as a mere motive cause for the ‘ sacrifice’ ; and hence it cannot but 
be accepted as something to be actually performed or accomplished. 
7 Objection If the said connection comes to be something to be accom- 
" plished, how is it that it becomes related to the second Bhdvuna, which 
also is something to be accomplished ? ” | 
0 5 e rere s dvavétdvarthan krtontyerha gabdah gaxnoti 
signifying both 1 ERRESA 5 1 n i 88 capable of 
- itis only natural that it should point eee 85 + Mig aa 
ufterwards]. As to how a single word can h g 5 s performed 
Bhashya eb the rely: ave Haa significations, the 
© Stance, in ‘çopnamānayu ` (bring the çona) —— — — for in- 
been previously cognised by other eee : vhere though the bringing has 
in the sense of the ‘red horse“ aaa yet, the word ‘gha’, though used 
words ‘red’ and horse 5 does not 55 ye aes: the place of the two 
reason for this is that the le wa fe ee split (and the only 
In the same manner, in the cago 115 bs both redness and the horse) 
signify accomplishment as well ag paei, estion, the affix ‘kiya? wiil 


[It has been argued above ez 
ae ca t, page 563— MNR 
qualification of a qualification is SA cae the Injunetion of the 


case in question; as] the qualification of a qualificati tha 


; , A j : enjoi 
only in that case where that qualification, formiog part of the Mate ned 
1s not recognised as part of the Action itself. That is to say, wo cree 


show ander Sutia LV—i—ii that it is only the qualification of the sacrificial 


mateirl that is not touched by the Injunction, As for the counecti0 ! 
g 1 
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between the Révati and the V äāravantīya, it serves as a necessary quali- 
fication of the action of ‘ accomplishment ” (denoted by the root ‘ky’ 
in rtv); because mere “ accomplishment being a generic term, unless 
it were qualified, it could not be recognised as something to be brought about. 

Thus then, in accordance with the declaration mrshyamahé havisha 
Viceshanam” it must be admitted that the ‘accomplishment’ (denoted 
by er? in ‘krtv@’), which serves to qualify the Bhavana expressed 
in connection with the root ‘yagi’ (in ista), is itself qualified by 
the connection between the Révaii and the Varavantiya. Thus it is, too, 
that certain Materials and Deities, qualifying the Praydjas that are quali- 
fications of an Action (the Darga-Parnamasa), come to be laid down as to 
be utilised in those sacrifices. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question serves 
to specify the Rk (Révati) and the Sama (Varavantiya) in connection 
with the Bhavana (expressed in yajéta”), which is qualified by a certain 
relationship (of that Rx and that Sama) that has been duly accomplished 
(as expressed by the word ‘ &rtva’). And in this case, the word 
‘kriva’ should be taken as denoting the particular order of sequence in 
which the various factors of the sacrifice are to be thought of (or deter- 
mined upon), and not as denoting actual performance; because the Sama 
is not employed before the Sacrifice itself (and if the word ‘kira’ 
expressed actual performance, then the sdma would have to be used before 
the sacrifice, as indicated by the sequence expressed by that word); and 
hence we donot take the sentence to mean that we should perform the sacri- 
fice after the Varavantiya Sama has been sung in connection with the Reuatt 
verses; all it does denote is that we should think of the singing of that 
Sama as to be performed, and then proceed with the actual performance 
of the sacrifice. . 

Objection : “Thus too, there are many objects of the Injunction—the 
“ Ravati verses, the Varavantiya, the relationship of these, the Sacrifice, and 
“ the desire for. cattle. That is to say, the Injunction being assumed in 
“ connection with each object that happens to be mentioned in the sen- 
r tanos there come to be many objects for it; and that leads to asyntactical 

split.” 

e of objeta wake uf a r ee 

plicity of the object of the ua of does not bring about the 

If, however, what you mean is the multiplicity of those that are en- 

joined ag fulfilling some useful purposes, —then, we offer you the following 

i Bren dene many such useful objects may be mentioned, 5 i 9 

theca that forms the object of the Injunction ; and this one 0 1 : 
ein question, is the qualified Dhavanit counected with the ‘sacriBco 
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Objection: ‘The Révati verses also are found to be enjoined in the 
sentence in question (over and aboye the said Bhavana). Your reply 
“ would be all right, if the said multiplicity of objects depended only 
“upon that which is directly mentioned; in the case in question, however, 
“we find that all of the objects-—Révati, etc.—are distinctly enjoined a3 
“useful; and as such there can be no doubt as to the said multiplicity. 

Reply: All that happens to be predicated is not spoken of as “area 

(meaning or object of the Injunction); that alone is spoken of as the ‘ ob- 
ject’ which is connected with the principal Injunction; and there can be no 
doubt that there is only one such object in the sentence in question. This 
is what is meant by the Bhashya—nahyatranékasya proyojanatvéndbhi- 
prétasyanékam padam vidhiyakam. That is to say, inasmuch as i all 
other minor actions spoken of in the sentence form part of the principal 
action of the Sacrifice, their cognition cannot be complete until that of the 
Bhavana of ‘ Sacrifice’; and when this qualified Bhāvanā has been en- 
joined, there remains nothing more to be looked for. 

Thus then, we conclude that the real object of the sentence being one 
only, there is no syntactical split; while we have shown the many splits 
that are consequent upon the taking of the sentence as the Injunction o 
an accessory detail for the previous Agnishtut sacrifice. i 

The Bhāshya brings forward another argument of the opponent: 
“ Athocyéta Revatyadisarvavigeshanavigishto yäga etasydgnishtutéd vidhi- 
Vite.“ This argument has been brought forward with the sole purpose of 

justifying the use of the word ‘tasya.’ Though this argument admits of 
the Action mentioned by the sentence in question being distinct from the 
previous Agnishtut, yet, inasmuch it makes the sentence lay down the 
Result as connected with the Action,—yet it is opposed to onr own view; 
and hence we shall refuteit. The argument may be thus explained: ]. 5 
a ae ae ane vay be construed thus—Revatishy Varvantiyam agni- 
“the Révati wires me ena yajëta (Having eung the Varavantiya in 
s : , ene Should perform this sacrifice, as subsidiary to the 
previous Agnishtut). The advantages attendant u thi bens 
ü pon this construction 
would be two-fold: (1) there would bo no reason for rejectin that 
“which is pointed ont by the Onntedt — rejecting s 
“‘ētasya’ would be justified as Be aise and (2), the use of the wens 
in close proximity with itself, in the Giese (Agnishtut) which is 
To this argument, we make the following reply: 
‘struction is not possible ; because that would make the word“ pagukamah » 
wholly irrelevant; and if you do not reject it as such, its inclusion woul A 
involve a syntactical split ; as a single Action cannot, at one and the samo 
time, be laid down as forming part of another sacrifice (the A gnishtut) and 


also as accomplishing a certain result (Cattle). 


The above con. 


7— ee 


Sacrifice, then, inasmuch as the previous sen 
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Objection : “ Athatvamucyéta ‘ Revatishu krtena varavantiyena paçi- 
kamo yajéta.’” 

Though this view has been already dealt with, yet it is brought for- 
ward ngain by the Bhashya, with a view to show another discrepancy in it. - 
Or it may be that, in all cases where an Injunction mentions the fulfilment 
of a desirable end by means of certain accessories, people performing sacri - 
fices have two distinct notions: — (1) some people, like the Mimamsakas, 
believe the Result to follow from the Accessory, (2) while others believe 
that the Accessory only helps in the Sacrifice, and it is the Sacrifice thus 
aided that brings about the particulay result. And it is in accordance with 
this latter view that the above objection has been put forward. 

The construction of the texts, ſin accordance with the above argument 
of the opponents, would be as follows :—“ ‘ Desiring Brahmio glory, we 
“ should always perform the Agnishtat ; but if we desire the acquisition 
“of cattle, then we should perform the same sacrifice as qualified by the 
% Revaté verses (and the Varavantiya sung in connection with them).’ In 
“ this case, we find that the Injunctive affix (in the Tajeta of the sentenve 
“ in question) would serve tojenjoin what is in close proximity with it 
“ (viz, the Agnishtut enrich) ; but being taken up by something else 
“ (i. e., the qualification), it would not lay down the original appearance of 
“that Action; and as for the ‘qualified character of the sacrifice, this 
& would be based upon the Injunction. That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“ affix would enjoin the sacrifice with reference to the Result, it would not 
“ have to be removed from its legitimate sphere ; and as not pointing to the 
“appearance of any Action, i could not lay down any such appearance ; 
“then as for the Injunction of many things,—just as in the case of the 
“sentence laying down the original appearance of a distinct Action, 


“such Injunction of many things is said to be for the purpose of the said 


“ Injunction of the Action; so, too, would it be in the case of the sentence 
“being the Injunction of the Result; as in this case also what is actually 
“ enjoined is the Action itself, with reference to the particular result. It is 
“with a view to all this that we have said—‘atha Révatishu krtena 
“ Varavantiyéna papu amo yjsta. As for the Instrumental ending in ‘ Var- 


a vantiyena, it actually denotes Instrumentality, inasmuch as the Vara- 


“ vantiya is an Instrument that helps, through the Stotra, the performance 

“of the sacrifice., Or it may be taken as denoting è characteriatic,—the 

“ sense of the sentence being that one desiring cattle should perform the 

“ Agnishtué sacrifice as characterised by the Varavanliya, etc.” : 
To the above, the Bhashya makes the following piel : 

ryantarapragdnat vigeshahandt vaigunyam. That is to 847». 

meant in the na in acasin ba ‘the same as the previous Agntshtut 


tence has laid down the 
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sacrifice, as based upon the 
ntence in question, the same 


of the sama, in the shape of the Vayavy@ verses, 


“When you yourself were faced by the argument that 
“ ‘many other amas also come ts be sung in connection with the Revati 
“ verses’—you din defence tie argument that— the word krtva 
serves to lay down the fully accomplished relationship of the Revati and 
“the Varavantiya for the sake of the sacrifice, for the word is quite capable 
“of signifying two meanings etc., ste., etc., etc.’ (And so wo too could 
“bring forward the same argument in support of our view.) 

The Siddhanti, however, thinks that an Injunction of man 
is possible only inthe case of the sentence ] 
and not in any other case; with this in view 
reply : What we say is possible in our 
tion to the effect; while, in your case, 
it would be impossible to obtain the 
of the Varavantiya ; and as such, the said argument cannot help you. 

The opponent retorts— Then we too may have a direct declaration 
“such as * pagukamo Ravatishu varavantiyamabhinirvarta 
“that is to say, the Injunction would be that of a quali 
“reference to a particular result; or that the word 


“required Injunctive word, the ‘yajeta’ may be a mere refere 
and the sense of th 


y things 
aying down a new Action, 


nce to the 
18 ig that 


tion of many things: Jf any 
becomes an established fact, then the fact of 
ing down a distinct Action, and not 
not the mere acces fth 
Agnishtut, becomes fully established, Bory of the 
Objection: “ Nanu tato yajēta iti Yägänuvädät 
“janasambandho bhavishyati. [In that case, tne’ 555 besen gag 
`“ to the previous sacrifice, what is laid down in the sentence 1 ores 
“ be taken as related to the Agnishtut as tts subsidiary. ]- 
Tn this the opponent only reiterates (in the Bhashya) hig former ap 
ment, not admitting the defeat meant by the Siddhanti to be. inflicteg b 
the aig forward of the ‘direct declaration’ He is met b fhs 
assertion (in the Bhãāshya), This is not possible, ete, 


‘ Injunc- 
you bring forward 


The senge of this 
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argument of the Siddhanti is that if the Varavantiya qualified by the Revaté 
verses be taken as laid down (by the sentence in question) with reference 
to the sacrifice (the Agnishtut),—then, in that case, it would be necessary 
(for the sentence in question) to make a reference to that sacrifice; and 
hence as it would be merely referred to in the sentence, it could not be related 
either to the accessory or to the Result mentioned in the sentence; and as 
such the reference itself would be wholly superfluous; if, on the other hand, 
it be related to any or both of them, there would be a syntactical split. If 
again the sentence be taken as laying down a sacrifice as qualified by certain 
accessories,—then, inasmuch as there would be no reason for recognising 
this sacrifice to be the same as the Agnishtut, it could not but be admitted 
to be a distinct Action by itself. Nor could the sentence be construed as 
‘yat pagukamo yazéta, etc. the reference being to the Result; this would 
not be possible, because as the particular result herein mentioned is not 
mentioned previously in the context, there could be no reference to it. 

This argument also sets aside the view that the sacrifice (Agnishtut) 
is the motive cause of the Injunction of the Varavantiya. 

Thus then, inasmuch as there would be no very strong ground for 
connecting the Varavantiya with the Revati verses (and not with the 
other verses), the rejection of the particular Vāyavyā verses previously 
mentioned would make a deficiency in the sacrifice. 

Objection: “Atha yagasambandho’nuvddak, prakaranéna cangata. 
“ That is to say, the result following from the Accessory, what the sen- 
“tence does is to refer to the fact, pointed out by the context, of that 
“ being subsidiary to the sacrifice.” 

It might be argued, against the Bhdashya bringing forward this objec- 
tion, that there is no difference between this objection and that brought 
forward with regard to the particular relationship of the Basis and the 
Bused, that has been already refuted (see Text, page 558). 

But there is a distinct difference between the two cases. On the for- 
mer occasion, we have refuted thé application, to the case in question, of 
the law laid gown under Sutra 1II—1—18 ; that is to say, that application 
conld be possible only on the recognition of the said subsidiary character, 


and hence the relationship of the Agnishtoma-sama would become very 
easy 3 


To the above objection, the Bhashya makes the following reply: The 
Syntaz is always more authoritative than the Context. The said relationship 
of the Basis and the Based could be accepted only when it is found to be 115 
sible, as being in keeping with the connection of the particular a ne 
ia nave already shown that no such connection is possible ; ond 08- 
1onship of the Primary and. Subsidiary (ov Whole and Part) could be p 


1 e being included in the Procedure of the Sacrifice; as & matter 
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of fact, however, it is not so included 
III-iii—11, where it is mentioned tha 
etc., becomes included in the Procedure, 
tion connected with a particular Res 

Thus then, there being no incon 


be taken as laying down a distinct Action qualified by a particular Acces- 
sory and a definite Result. 


The following argument might here be brought forward: “Even 
“though the sentence may lay down a distinct Action, the Result would 
“ follow from the Accessory as helped by that Action.” 

This is refuted by the well-recognised fact of the Result following 
from the sacrifice, as is distinctly indicated by the proximity of the In- 


junctive affix (with the root ‘yaji’), as has been shown under the Bhavar- 
thadhikarana (II—i—1), wherein the two alternatives 
following from the Acces 


as we shall show uuder Sūtra 
t that which is not connected, etc., 
—while we find the sentence in ques- 
ult. 


gruity, the sentence in question must 


Objection: “The qualified sacrifice being the object en Joined, how 
“ could the Agnishtoma-sama, which is an Action other than that sacrifice, 


be connected with the particular qualification (in the shape of the 
“ Varavantiya as sung in 


Reply: It is by di 


the A nisht „ 
Va . g oma-sima 
of the Stotra (the Agntehtoma) on would exist in the midst of the effects 
it. 3 


as serving the purpose of accomplishing 
For these reasons w 

e cone] i 
the Result would be conn vie guat in the 


: case of similar 
ected With the Action, Similar 


sentences, 


ADHIKARANA (18). 
[A single result follows from the Saubhara and the Nidhana.] 


1 Sitra (28): “Because of the mention of human effort in 
: connection with the Saubhara, there must be a distinct desirable 
result connected with the Nidhana.” 

From among the Ukthya Hymns, the Saubhara is the BrakinasAma 
that has been laid down in connection with the Jyotishfome ; in connection 
with this we have the sentences ‘ Yad? Rathantaram,’ etc., which serve to lay 
down certain motive causes ; and then later on, we meet with the sentence 
(1) Fo orsh¢ikamo yo'nnaddyakamé yak svargakadmak sa saubharéna stuvita’ , — 
which mentions the three results in connection with the Saubhara which is 
a necessary accompaniment of the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, in accordance 
with the rule that all such desirable results are connected with the neces- 
sary accompaniment, because this is equally present in all cases; and it 
will be shown later on, under Sūtra IV—iii—5, that such an accompani- 
ment can be only that which helps the sacrifice and fulfils a desirable end of 
the human agent; and under Sutra [V—iii—26, that the several results 
mentioned follow from the said necessary accompaniment, alternatively. 
Then again, with reference to the aforesaid Saubhara, we have the follow- 
ing sentence—(2) ‘ Hifi orsh{ikamaya nidhanam kuryat, ürgityannād- 
yakamiya, üñ iti svargakāmäya,’ [ Nidhanam’ is the concluding part of 
the sdma.] 

In connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider 
the following question: Does the Suubhara (mentioned in the former 
sentence) bring abont its result by itself, independently of the Nidhanas, 
‘hish’ and the rest (mentioned in sentence (2) ), which bring about sepa- 
rate results of their own (apart from that of the Saubhura),—or these 
‘hish, etc., have been laid down as the various instruments which, when 
employed in connection with the same aforesaid Saubhara, help it in 
bringing about the said results ? 

Though this question has nothing to do with the difference or non- 
difference of Actions, yet it has been introduced here as in a way con- 
nected with the subject. Or, it may be that, like the difference and non- 
difference of Actions, the difference and non-difference of the rernltaut 


uren also forms tho subject-matter of the Adliytya 
100 
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Specially as the question herein introduced affects the actual per- 
formance of the Action also: for instance, at the time that the Suubhara 
has been commenced by one who wants Rain (1), would the other two 
Nidhanas (urg and ań) be used at the/time (along with the Saubkara), 
with a desire for the other two results (Food and Heaven), and a distinc- 
tion be made between the two desires for Rain also,—if the three results 
mentioned in the latter passage as following from the three Nidhanas were 
different from those very results mentioned in the former passage as follow- 
ing from the Saubhara itself; (2) or the latter sentence only serves to 
specify the particular Nidhanas for the same Suubhara (as leading to the 
three particular results), and hence at the time that one has commenced 
the Saubhara for the sake of rain, he should make use of the “ Hish” 
Nidhana only, the Rain mentioned (in the second sentence along with 
this Nidhana) being the same (as that mentioned previously along with 
the Saubhara) ;—and similarly with the Saubhara, when performed for 
the sake of Food or Heaven. 

As tothe origin of this Doubt, some people explain it as lying in 
the two peculiar constructions that the Bhashya has put upon the sen- 
tence in question; and accordingly the question becomes reduced to a 
verbal one, viz: Are the words ‘ hish, ete., connected directly with the 
words ‘desire for rain, etc.,’ or with the word Nidhana’ only ? “ Though 
the word ‘ Nidhana’ is not mentioned along with ‘ arg’ and un, yet there 
is always a desire on our part to learn what these are; and through Prot. 
mity they come to be recognised as Nidhanas? 

On the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 

“The ‘hish’ and the r 

“ about Snor results of their own,—(1) because they are laid down 
“ over again, (2) becauge the distinct mention of the result in the latt 

sentence could be justified 3) 


“because this interpretation isiti 
’ make i 
“more desirable results. 6 


“That is t — 
„were the — t CI) TE the results mentioned in the latter Sentence 
followed from the Saubhara itself, then 


: ter sentenc 
cause in that case, there would be mathe Gee baa Be ; be. 
1 own 


“the sentence in question; because the ‘hish’ and the rest = 


“ known, from other Vedic texts, as the Nidhanas of the Saubharg (aud? 
“only other object spoken of in the sentence is the result, and this 15 
ou 


“ tuke to be the same as that previously mentioned ; and 


i so the Sentence 
“would have nothing new to say). Nor can it be 


urged that the 
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“sentence in question would serve the purpose of restricting the Nidhanas 
“ because these being directly laid down (in other Vedic texts) as the 
“ Nidhanas to be employed, they can not rightly be set aside on the 
“strength of any such implied restrictions. As a matter of fact, in‘all 
“vases, restriction, as serving the sole purpose of setting aside something, 
is highly objectionable. But when all other objects are indirectly im- 
“ plied, then it is possible for the one that is directly laid down to set 
“ aside those; in the case in question, however, the use of the ‘ hish’ and 
“ the rest is not implied indirectly ; and hence the injunction of any one 
“of them cannot set aside the rest. Because we find that they are all 
directly laid down by the text that lays down the Saubhara; and under 
the circnmstances, it is scarcely right to take any one of them as set- 
“ting aside the rest, on the mere ground of a repetition actuated by an 
“Injunction; specially when this latter admits of another explanation. 
“Tn accordance with our theory, however, the use of Aish?’ and the rest 
“having the capability of bringing about distinct results of their own, 
“ would be more desirable, for the agent, than those that have been men- 
“tioned as forming part of the Saubhara and thereby helping in the 
“accomplishment of the sacrifice ; and on the ground of this greater 
“ desirability the former would very rightly set aside all the latter. 

“ (2) The sentence in question would serve a useful purpose, only 
“ if it laid down the relationship (causal) between the Rain, etc., aud 


“the ‘hish,’ etc., which is not laid down in any other sentence., And 
yof taking the word ‘ Vrshti- 


ubhara, in a sentence which 
Nidhanas,—while itis quite ; 
lf (as mentioning the result 


“ this would also save us from the anomal 
mag as a mere qualification of the Sa 
“ would be taken as serving to restrict the 
“capable of being taken directly by itse 


“ following from the Nidhanag). : 2 , 
“(3) In the Veda, which consists of Injunctions, we always want a 


“ lot of desirable results, because that makes it easier for the Injunctions 


to urge the human agents to action. : 
“For those reasons we conclude that the results following from the 


“ Nidhanus are distinct from those mentioned as following from the 
“ Saubhara itself.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


_ Sūtra (29): Inasmuch as those mentioned in the sentence 
in question are exactly the same as those mentioned before, the 
mention of the Results would refer to the Saubhara; and the 
repetition would serve the purpose of restricting the Nidhanas, 


To the above Pirvapaksha we make the following reply— 
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SIDDHANTA (A). 


The hisk’ cannot be connected with the Result, because that would 
make the mention of the midhana wholly redundant; while if the nidhana 
be taken as connected with the Saubhara, the Result could be taken as 
qualifying the Saubhara. 

That is to say, if we were to take the sentence as—‘ one should bring 
about rain by means of the hish, and by that as a nidhana of the Sau- 
bhara '—, there would be a syntactical split; for if the ‘ hish’ were not con- 
nected with the Saubhara, then the sentence would be wholly redundant. 
In accordance with our theory, there is nothing without, some use; and 

out of the things spoken of in the sentence in question, the Saubhara, as 
bringing about Rain, etc., mentioned in another sentence, has already been 
laid down elsewhere, as also the Results themselves ; and hence all that the 
sentence has got to lay down is the relationship between the ‘ hish,’ etc., 
and the Saubhara ; and as such there is no syntactical split. 
Nor is the sentence altogether useless, as it serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular nidhanas. Even apart from any consideration 
of the one being more desirable, there is, in the case in question, a distinct 
setting aside of the one by the other, on the ground of one being more 
generic in its character than the other; as for instance, the word ‘ Saubhara’ 
applying to all parts of that sama, it is only by indirect indication that 
all its nidhanas (hish, etc.) could be mentioned by the sentence 
of the Saubhara’ ; while the sentence in question mentions the particular 
nidhanas directly; and as such this latter is more authoritative than the 
former (and as such this would very well restrict the uso of the nigh 
implied in the former sentence). And just as that which is implieg * 
aside by that which is directly mentioned, go ig also that which ia i x s8 
jy indicated, Or, the sentence in question does not set aside bk 7 
of tho song mentioned by the word o all * 
aside certain other letters on i ee 11 5 
the sentence 


preclud however, the restriction of 
ude certai 
sdma), And as such there is © certain letters of 


no anomal z 
has been directly laid down. maly of the preclusio 


For these reasons, we conclude th 


Ame 8 at the titi à 
the gentence in question serves to restrict the wa of the Results in 


— — 
There is something to be ssid against the above interpretati 
gho Adhikarapa ; and this we proceed to show as follows: tion of 


— 


speaking 
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As for the form of the Doubt itself, there can be no such doubt; be- 
cause the construction of the sentence in question is wholly different from 
that on which the abovementioned Doubt has been based ; because (in the 
sentence hishité urshtskdmaya nidhanam’), Risk cannot be taken along 
with nidhanam, because of the intervention, between them, of the word 
‘ orshttkdma&ya,’ as it would be very undesirable to take the sentence as 
‘ hish is the nidhana, etc.’ (This is the case of the above representation of 
Pirvapaksha.) 

So also in the case of the above representation of the Siddhanta, if 
the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘hish’ with reference to the 
‘nidhana’ as qualified by ‘desire for rain, — then, inasmuch as it would 
contain a reference to a qualified object, there would be a distinct syntac- r 
tical split. If it be taken as laying down the hish with reference to the 2 
nidhana only (not qualified by desire for rain’), then the mention of the 
Result would be wholly useless. Because the connection with all nidhanas 8 
has already been laid down by the mere mention of the ‘ Saubhara’ ; and 
hence no useful purpose would be served by the sentence laying down , 
such a connection only. If again, the sentence be taken as— vrohtixd- 
maya yat saubharam tasya yannidhanam tatra hish padamprayuñjita’ 
(one should use the word ‘hish’ in the nidhana of that Saubhara which is 
sung for the sake of Raiu),;—then, inasmuch as this would involve various 
predications, there would be a syntactical split. Though desire for rain,’ 
‘Saubhara’ and its nidhanas have all been mentioned before, yet, inas- 
much as there are many other nidhanas present in the Saubhara, it is neces- 
sary to make an attempt to preclude these; and thereby the sentence 
would come to serve more purposes than one; and that would entail a 
syntactical split. 

Then again, the Siddhanta, as represented above, has not quite effectu- 
ally refuted the Pūrvapaksha ; as the fact of the hish, etc., being nidhanas 
is mentioned by the Veda itself. 


For the above reasons, we mast explain the Adhikarava as follows :— 
The hish being taken with the word ‘ vrshtikGmaya,’ there arises a 


doubt as to whether the sentence points to its connection with the Result 


or with the Means. That is to say, the sentence being taken as hishits 
urshtikamaya,’ 


there arises a doubt as to whether the hish is related 
directly to the Result, or to a particular Means (in the shape of the ' 
Saubhara) as qualified by that Result? ; 

In fact, it is this construction of the sentence that has been’ shown in 
the B hashya, by means of the sentences—hishiti nidhanamiti, état phalam- 
bhavatity. The sentence—vrshtikamayeti shubharavigéshapam (Bhashya) 
means that the Saubhura not being mentioned by name in the nontenco 
ın question, it is only by means of indirect indication that it could 
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be qualified by the Result therein mentioned. The assertion— na hīshā 
sambandhat—means that the hish has no connection with the form of the 
result. 

And then, inasmuch as the position of the Pirvapaksha based upon 
the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the collective Injunction relating to the sacrifice in question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 


PURVAPAKSBHA (B). 


“If every one of the nidhanas were restricted with reference to the 
“ Saubhara as engaged in fulfilling its own function,—then, inasmuch 
“as the Injunction of the isn, and the rest would be established by the 
“ very fact of these being brought forward by the collective Injunction of 
“ the sacrifice in question, there would be no use of another Injunction of 
“them (in the sentence in question), No such collective Injunction, how- 
“ever, is capable of expressing the independent relationship of the hish 
“ with the particular Result ; and as such, in giving expression to this rela- 
“tionship, the sentence would be serving a distinctly useful purpose. 

„And further, the word“ vrshtikamaya having directly mentioned. 
“the human agent concerned,—it is only natural that when this agent 
“comes to look for the means of accomplishing that Resnlt, this want is 
“supplied by the mention of ‘hish’, etc. Otherwise (if the result be. 
“longed to the Saubhura, then) this Saubhara could be mentioned ag the 
“means sought after, only through indirect Indication, based upon the 
“fact of its occurring in the same context and being capable of br 


: ingin 
„about the Result in question. And certainly there can be no ground A 
„having recourse to such an indirect Indication (so long as the Want is 


“ found to be supplied by means of direct Assertion). 

„This representation of the Pary 
by the Bhashya, as is shown by th 
14 ca.“ 


“paksha appears to have been intended 
e sentence—tathigrutilakshana vishayë 


SIDDHANTA (B). 
Tho ne en ? would be represented as follows :— 

vin 7 8 
from the Aab vu aia ae 2 pn, of — Result as foll 
restrict the particular nidhanas ag 
one of the results mentioned (and thug the me 
previous latter sentence is a teference to the 
in the sentence). N 


That is to say, inasmuch as the results mentioned in the sente 
nee 
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in question are distiuctly recognised as being the same as those. mentioned. 
previously in connection with the Suubhara as a whole,—we can never 
believe them to be distinct results (following from the particular Vi- 
dhanas). rte ah 

To the question —“ Why then should there be a repetition? "—the 
answer is—Nidhandrtha punakgruti& (the repetition is for the purpose of 
restricting the Nidhanas). e 

Question: “ Why should not the Hish, etc., be taken as connected with 
“the Results mentioned in the same sentence with themselves ? " 

Answer: Just as in the previous Adhikarana (II—ii—27) the V dravatiya 
was found not to obtain its desired substrate in the ‘ Sacrifice, —so, iu the 
case in question also, the Hish, etc., do not obtain their proper receptacle 
in the Results. That is to say, if we take the sentence as meaning that 
one should accomplish the particular result by means of the Hish,’—we 
are at once led to look for the substrate, resting upon which the Hish would 
accomplish that Result. And then, „the Suubhara, that happens to be 
mentioned in the Context, cannot, be cognised as the required substrate ; 
because it is the whole amd that is expressed by the word ‘saubhara’; and 
certainly the whole sīma cannot be accomplished by means of the Hish,’ 
in the same manner as the Homa is accomplished by means of the Dadht; 
because the Dadhi is capable of extending over the whole of the Homa, 
while the Hish’ cannot extend over the whole of the Saubhara; which is 
made up of many letters ; and so long as the ‘ Hish’ does not accomplish 
the Saubhara, there cannot be any such relationship between them as that 
of the Busis and the Based. What the Hish’ can accomplish, by pervading 
over it, is the Nidhana ; but that does not form the subject of the Context ; 
aud as such, it could not be the required substrate (of the ‘ Hish’), except ou 
the authority of the syntax (of the sentence in question). And thus, the 
sentence itself serving the Purpose of pointing out the relationship (of the 
‘ Hish’) with the result as its substrate,—there would be a distinct syn- 
tactical split. 

So also, if we take the sentence a 
‘Hi:h with reference to every one o 
aside the Context, and make the 


8 laying down the relationship of the 
Ê the Nidhanas, then, that would set 
: ‘Hish’ connected with all the Samas; and 
then it would be necessary, somehow or other, to specify the Sama as the 
Saubhara’ ; and this would require a deal of mental effort. 

Then again, even though the ‘Hish’ could be the means of accomplish- 
ing the Saubhura, through one of its parts,—yet inasmuch as the Suubiara 
it is not quite clear where the ‘Hish’ is to be put m. 
as a matter of fact, the accomplishment of the — 
rt of the Saubhara, does not accomplish the . 

Subject of the Context; because the part is not known as 
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the Suubhara; and we have already shown above that the Saubhara 
would be taken as the substrate of the ‘ Hish’, in whatever way it could 
be found to be capable of being such a substrate. But even if we grant 
the fact of its being the substrate,—-inasmuch as the Saubhara is made up 
of many such parts as the Prastdva and the like, it is not quite known 
in which part the ‘ Hish’ is to be inserted ; specially as it cannot be said 
to be inserted in the Prastāva, in accordance with the law laid down 
under Sitra XII—ii—23; because in that case it could not be referred 
to as ‘ Nidhana’ (which is the concluding part of the Sama). 

The following argument might be brought forward: “In the case of 
“the Ukthyas (Hymns) laid down for the sake of certain results, we find 
“that they have their substrate in the Jyotishtoma, which is pointed out by 
“ the Context, and over the whole of which they do not extend ; and though 
“it has many constituent parts, yet the said Hymns are, in accordance 
„ with another text, always placed at the end; and in the same manner, 
«in the case in question also, the Hish’ and the rest, laid down for the 
“ sake of certain results, would have the Saubhara for their substrate; and 
“therein their position would be fixed by the Veda itself as the end of the 
“ Sama; and it would be this their character of ‘ Nidhana’ that would be 
s i entence in question.” 

ap — pos the en ne reply: What you say is not possible; 

in the case of the Hymns, inasmuch as they could not be employed 
Fa their position was fixed; as for the Hish’ on the other 
at any other W occupying many positions; and hence it is not quite 
hand, e en which place it should be inserted. That is to say 
surely a Tete: inasmuch as they are never found in any other place, 
as 4250 something superphysical, it is only righ 
ert in the midst of the sacrifice ; as a matter o 
them occupying any other place ; and so long as 
certained, their true form cannot be ascertained, 
with any result ; and if they existed anywhere els 
of as ‘ Ukthya,’ which is a name applied in accor 
Sama); and as for the particular 


t that they are never in- 
f fact, we have never found 
their position is not as- 
nor can they be connected 
e, they could not be spoken 
dance with the form (of the 
position that is pointed out by another 
sacrifice in any way; and as such that 
with the mention of the particular 


b the Datural 
: een mentioned h 

Injunction of the Saubhara as helping the sacrifice and also 4 me 
the accomplishment of a desirable result for the human agent; and in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as the ‘Hish’ is laid down independently by 


wolf, with regard to the particular result, there is nothing to show 
Itsell, i 
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whether it (the Hish’) is to be used in ordinary parlance, or in Vedic 
sentence, or in another Sama, or in another part of the Sama, or in that 
part of the Sama which occurs in the Context. If the ‘ Hish’ were recog- 
nised as laid down in connection with that (part of the Saubhara) which 
forms the subject of the Context, then, inasmuch as the place of this 
part is already known, there would be no doubt as to the exact posi- 
tion of the ‘ Hish.’ 

Objection: As the word is one and the same, the word Hish’ that 
„would be used in the case in question would be the same as that em- 
‘ ployed in ordinary parlance ; and as such to whatsoever the Hish’ may 
“be cognised as pertaining, it would always occupy the same posi- 
„tion.“ 

Reply: This cannot be; because, even though the word be one only, 
it has a diversity of potencies, as with reference to the purpose served by 
it; and hence the position that the word occupies at one time, could not bo 
the same at another time, when the purpose served by it would be wholly 
different. That is to say, the mere fact of the word being one does not 
lead to the conclusion that the position in which it has been found to be 
effective, in one place, would be its position in all cases; for certainly the 
position occupied by Devadatta while taking his food is not the same as 
that occupied by him when fighting; as the particular position that a 
thing would occupy depends upon the purpose to be served, and not upon 
the form of the thing itself ; and the form remains always the same, what- 
ever the position may be. Consequently, when the purposes to be served 
are different, a single thing comes to occupy different positions. So, in the 
case in question, the position of the Hish’, as helping the accomplishment 
of the Saubhara, cannot be believed to be the same as that occupied by it 
while accomplishing a desirable result for the human agent. 

Objection : s As a matter of fact the Hish, in both cases, serves to 
$ accomplish the desirable result of a human agent; and it is only by the 
way that it helps also in the accomplishment of the Saubhara (and thus 
“the purpose remaining the same, there would be no difference in the 
“ position).” ' 
S realy It is not so; because before the particular position of the 
5 1 5 the Saubhara cannot be laid down = 
dapni aie. Red ; an hen, what you say would involve a mutual inter 
ncence : the position of the Hish being ascertained by the fact of its 
et in the accomplishment of the Saubhara, and this latter fact being 

upon that position of the Hish. $ 
“thut 5 otc, are mentioned, yet the kandula that is e 15 ' SE 
“+ ans been mentioned in the Context,—so, in the case in questio 
101 l l 
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t also. the Mish. ete.. would be taken as those referring to that (Suubhara) 
““which is mentioned in the Context.“ 


Rep'y: What you say is quite proper in the case of the Abhyuditeshté ; 
fost’. because we find the tandu'a that is Mentioned] 
= by the sentences mentioning: the connee 


element wanting in the sente 


above to be referred 
tion of Deities, which supply the 
nee containing the word LAM, whieh 
distinctly points to that which has been mentioned in the Context; and 
secondly, because the division of the Madhyama. ete., which are mentioned 
by means of the word Fat ’, does not give rise to any idea apart from that 
of the tandule mentioned in the Context; and hence no other taudula 
is taken up. In the ease in question, however, we find none of these 
reasons applying to the case of Hish, ete..and hence there is nothiug to 
set aside the idea obtained through the ordinary method of comprehen- 
sion. 


Thus then, inasmuch as the meaning of the sentence cannot be 


as 
the Pūrvapakshi explains, we offer another explanation, 
When, look howsoever much we do, we do not tind any relationship 
of the Result directly mentioned (in the 


Sentence in question), then, in 
order to save the Direct Denotation of the sentence from being rejected, 


take it as referring to the means of accomplishing the mentioned results, 
which haye been previously spoken of in the Context; and hence the mean- 
ing of the sentence comes to be this: ‘The word Aish is subsidiary to the 
means of accomplishing the Rain, ete., that have been mentioned in the 
Contest.“ The word rr“ ma in this sentence pointing to that trsti- 
kama’ which has been mentioned before, comes to indie 
bhara, as the means of accomplishing itself, and nothi 
counised as indicating the means of the accomplishme 
And even though the Hish, ete., may hay 
part of the Suubhara), yet the sentence in 
tinctly useful purpose of restricting the Nigh 
plained ore (ander Siddhänta, A). And these, hish? ete., would h 
restricted by the sentence in question, exactly in the same form 8 na e 
en aay 1 by the Saubhara; and (this form being that of the 
Nidhana), their character of Nidhana, adi ope e e ie 
without the actual mention of the word nidhana,’ ii this charac n 
is merely referred to in the sentence in question (tl | Se that 
occasion for any syntactical split). This is w mus there bein 


. S what is shown i 
— upshtikamaya saubharumastyeva, ete., ete. i 


we 


ate only the Basu 
ng else; nop is it 
nt of any other result 
e been already laid down (as~ 
question wonld serye the dis- 
anas, as has already been ex- 


no 
the Bhashyg 


— — 


This Adhikarana embodies the exception to two of 


the foregoin A 
karana», viz., that the result follows from the Ace Bah. 


essory (T—ii—g6)_ and 
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that it follows from the Action and not from the Accessory (Il—ii—27). 
Because what is herein shown is that the sentence in question does not lay 
down the Result, but only indicates the ‘Hish, etc., as part of the Saub- 
hara leading to the aforesaid results. 

The syntactical split that had been urged against us, would have been 
possible, if we admitted of a relationship of the Nidhana (with the Hish, etc.) 
or if we took the Nidhawa as directly qualifying the Saubhura. As a matter 
of fact, however, we do none of these; as we hold the relationship to exist 
between the Hish and the word ‘ urshtikaima’; and the fact of the Nedhana 
being the qualification of Suubhara, we deduce from the Context; and 
certainly the peculiarities deduced from the Context do not canse a 
syntactical split. And hence the anomaly of syntactical split does not 
quite apply to us. 


[ SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA.] 


There is yet another point to be considered, in this connection: (1) 
Does She sentence in question serve to restrict the Hish, etc., with reference 
to the means of accomplishing Rain, etc., in the shape of the Sunbhara: 
in whatever Rescension of the Veda the Sama may be fonnd to appear ? or 
is the Saubhara to be employed for one desiring rain, in that form in 
which it appears in that Rescension wherein it is found with the Hish as 
its Nidhana? Similarly with the other two Nidhanas—Urg and Ca. 

And on this point we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“As all the Saubharas appearing in the thousand Rescensions of the 
“ Samavida are recognised as optional alternatives, what the sentence in 
question does is merely to restrict the Hish, etc., with regard to the Desire 
“Jor Rain, etc., (the Saubhara being of any Rescension of the Samaveda).” 


SIDDHANTA, 


To the above we make the following reply: As a general rule, the 
song to be employed for the sake of Rain, etc., must be of that particular 
Rescension in which that song appears with those particular Nidhanas. 

Because in order that the form of the song may not he utterly destroyed, 
one song 18 never conuected with the parts of another song; and hence what 
18 recognised as the alternative to be employed is the «hole of the song 
9 with its Nidhane and other parts); and as such all its restrictions 

always follow the way in which it appears in the Veda. i 
but is to say, the form of a Sama is ascertained wholiy from the 
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Veda; and hence even the very slightest difference made in its text makes 
it wholly unrecognisable as the same. Consequently if the Nidhana of one- 
Rescension were to be employed in the song of another Rescension, the 
song itself would become wholly changed. Nor are any modifications of 
the song allowable, except in cases where we have a direct Vedic declara- 
tion of such modification, —as in the case of the word ira being 
changed into ‘airam’; and also because of the possibility of the con- 
tradiction being avoided by taking up the song of the same Rescension, 
there would be nothing to warrant the modification; as in all cases we 
admit of the modification, only on the ground of the original form being 
impossible to be used. In the case in question, however, we have a 
distinct song (wherein the Nidhana is quite compatible); and hence it is 
with regard to this song of the Saubhura with the Nidhanas ‘ Hish; 
etc., that it appearing doubtful as to which of the Nidhanas is to be em- 
ployed, the sentence in question serves to restrict the use of each Nidhana. 
And as the many alternatives conceived of are all in the form of the 
whole Sama (Saubhara, as with the one or the other Nidhana), 
in that of its parts, there can be no room for the Nidhana pe 
other Rescensions. And the sentence in question restricting the part 
(Nidhana), the whole of the Sama becomes restricted thereby (as the 
restriction of the part cannot be possible without the whole being affected 
at the same time); just as when the Pupil is enjoined to eat out ofa 
Kansya vessel, and that too of the food left by his Teacher, it becomes 
necessary for the Teacher also to eat in a vegsel of the same metal ( ‘ 
otherwise the Pupil could not eat of the food left by him in the Ka, as 
vessel). ‘sya 


The sentence in question is ca 


abl f t i 0 
5 ble of ye another interpretation. 


and not 
culiar to 


58 the senten i 
the whole Saubhara-sāma (with vain, ce serves to restrict th 


ence to the various results), 


— 


THUS ENDS THE SECOND PADA op ADHĀYA IT 


ADHYAYA II. 


Pipa III. 


ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Grahagrata is subsidiary to the Jyotishtoma.1 


Siitra (1): “The Accessory, being in connection with the 
“Sacrifice, would bring about a distinct Action, because the con- 
“nection is in its entirety.” 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma, 
Samas, the Brhadrathantara has been laid down as the means of accom- 
plishing the particular Hymn (Prshtha) ; and then we find the sentence— 


Fadi Rathantarasdma somah syat aindravdyavagran grahin griniyat, 
yadi Brhatsdma gukragran’ (‘If the Soma is connected with the 
Rathantara sama, precedence should be given to the holding of the vessels 
dedicated to Indra and Vayn, etc., etc., etc. ). 

And in conneotion with these two sentences, there arises the following 
question with regard to the Action with its Accessory, that is mentioned in 
the latter sentence: Is it an action distinct from the Jyotishtoma, or is it 
the same Jyotishtoma mentioned over again, for the parpose of pointing 
out the reason for the precedence of the various vessels at the same sac- 
rifice, as characterised by the Rathantara Sama 7 

For the sake of this question, we 

question— Is the Rathantara related 


from among the various alternative 


a Objection: « Inasmuch as the presence of the word ‘yadi’ distinctly 
“ 88 out the Ruthantara as a conditional motive, and as that forms 
s e a bject of the proposition, there gould be no relation of the quali- 
‘cation (between the Sacrifice and the Rathantara).” . 


IRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II- ran i—apnt. (1), 
3 TANTRA- V 
wO 


Rathantara could be taken as a conditional Spas cathy il 
tice — d elsewhere, in the form that it is coznised as having 
it had been wentie Pan however, such a Rathantara has not been 
in the case in gel must admit its injunction by means of the sen- 
pe aa 1 i then if the Jyotishtoma were always of the bame 
N l ich is mentioned in the sentence in question, as having 
— 0 me 15 : then, in that case, the mention of it in the 
the conditional sa, ap Dat bop boksao diL 
—.— —.— a — Jyotishtoma; if, on the other hand, the 
er naar risa character, then it would be necessary to ny 
n — ad then make it serve as the condition. That, 
me ee — hi » the conditional character does not appear, be- 
—— 5 Condition also; as it will be declared under 
comes the qualifie 


impose 


tlie 
I—iv—22, 23) that we can allow of a qualification by 
e 5 p. 683). And thus there would be no — 
i ere 7 
the material offer 


f of the reference being made to a qualified object ( 
in the form 2 


as the refer- 
ence would be to the object only). 


The conclusion that would suggest itself at the first sight 
10 s 


* in connec. 
i š y 8 follo 8: 
tion with the above questions, would be ws 
1 as 


The action mentioned 
E estion is none other than the Jyotishtoma itself—(1) 
ucs 

in the sentence in q 


7 > f the Ra ranta a Sama, as aliso th at of 1 } 
bec wuse the presence o t} Tı i ; À ] . 
; t to the co i al charac eb, w h ich de ade 
S C S ndi tion i 7 , 
distin stl porn t A 


pends upon the Pre- 
f that which is laid down as the condition ; 
1 tion o 
vious men 


(3) because 

F - precedence of the vessel is included in the collective sentence 

the particular 155 whole procedure of the Action collectively ; (4) because thes 

dienen in the sentence is not set aside by any other Acces. 

a men iad more authoritatively elsewhere; specially so, 
wes with the Sūtra II—ii—16. 

In opposition to this position of 
forward the Purvapaksha as embodied i 


in accord. 


the Siddhānta, we p 


roceed to put 
n the sira :— 


“The Action mentioned in the sentence in question is a 


he words co 
tain capability ; and this capability is held to exist i 
“ay Certal 15 


and the qualification serves ta differentiate the object qu 
« Sama | an Jyvtishtoma, we do not find the Rathantarg differe 
“ahile s 3 a precluding all other Samas). 2 
he ze un cplained above, under Strg II—ii- 23, that 
It has been expt tioned is wholly unconnected with 
hen the Accessory men 
wie 


tioned action, that it serves to differentiate the 
i siy men 5 h 
. viously 


y a ct, A . 
| Gase a compound 18 p De le, on W hen t ct 
ECE 0 sib ] * dis tin 


mMpounded Har 
n the ual: . e 


aligeq; 
"tating 
it js on] 


the pre. 


Action 


x 
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“ mentioned in the sentence from that mentioned before. In the case in 
“ question, however, we find that the existence of the object expressed by the 
“ Bahuvrihi compound —‘ Rathanturasima’ — is pointed ont, by the word 
“t yadi’, as the condition (for the precedence of the vessel) ; and the charac- 
_ “ ter of the condition is not found to belong to the existence of the mere 
“ Rathantara ; as that has only a sabordinate position in the compound 
“ ( being only a qualification of that which is expressed by the compound). 
“ Specially as in the sentence, we do not recognise the Rathautaru to be 
“ qualified by the Sacrifice, — we could not very well take the existence of 
“ the Ruthantara as the condition, Nor is it possible for the Sama (Ruthan- 
“ tar) to be differentiated by the Sacrifice; because that (Sd mit) exists 
“elsewhere also. It could have been so differentiated, if the Ruthantaru 
“ was the Sama peculiar to the Sacritice in question alone; but as a matter 
“of fact, this is not so. 

“Therefore we must take the compound as expressing the fact of 
“the Rathantara being the only Sāma connected with the particular sacrifice ; 
“and inasmuch as we do not find either the Jyotishfoma, or any other 
“ sacrifice, connected with that Sama only, the presence of the mere 
“ Rathantara could not be the condition of any such aacrifice. 

„Thus then, having to renounce all notion of condition, we find the 
“word ‘ Rathuntura d md to be inexplicable; and from this apparent 
‘inconsistency of the word, we come to take it as laying down an alto- 
“gether distinct Action, at which the Rathantara would be the only 
“Sama employed. Specially as that distinct Action is quite capable of 
“being performed. And the mere existence of the Ruthantara can- 
“not be a qualification; as it does not extend over the whole of the 
“sacrifice; and not being a qualification, it cannot have the capability, 
“(of being compounded) ; and without the capability, there can be no 
“compound ; but as a matter of fact, we find the Samasu actually present 
“in the case in question; consequently the Action mentioned in the sen- 
“tence is not recognised as being the same as the one mentioned before. 


ake the Jyotishtoma itself, as 
ara Sama only? N 
ay; because such an assump- 


“regard to the Jyotishtoma. The Rathantara sama, though „mentioned — 
as connected with the Sacrifice, is found to be of no use in the 
i performance of the Sacrifice itself; and hence, in accordance with the- 
7 1 1II—i—18, comes to be indirectly taken along with tlie 1 
ung at the Sacrifice); while the Odyatru and the other Sanus are Inir 


“d ay . 
o 5 . i . dedici 
TD directly in connection with those Mymas ; and as such the presence 
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» is more authoritative than that of the Rathantara 
“of these latter is only implied indirectly), When, however, the sentence 
SS a a down a distinct Sacrifice, it would directly lay down 
— — related to that Sacrifice; and as such in this case the 
—— —— 1d be more authoritative than the other Samas, which are 
5 A along with the original Injunction ; and so in this case 
— nn 7 e ae in the mention of the Ruthantara. l 
: 1 h ty 8 word ‘ Rathantarasāmā’ being taken as referring to 
Tim 155 ct from that which is denoted by the words 0 © Rathan- 
—— — i themselves, —the presence of the Bahuvrihi compound 
Spare ere, * 1 as the predominant factor in that compound 
toe ania Santa apait (from that denoted by the component 
„ alassa os 9 8 if the Rathantara be taken as the qualification 
words). ei al the compound in qnestion would have to be 
F ins to the subordinate element (as the qualifying ad- 
“akon as 5 wae the subordinate position in a Bahuvrihi com- 
i e i the case of the compound ‘ lohitoshnishah’ (in the 
és pound; 


J . ij 4 J i factor 8 
ti senten e lohitoshnīshā ! tv jan pr acar anti 5 W here all the other 5 
t being fouud to have been pre viously mentioned, the sentence 1s taken 


; of the turban). 
“as laying down only , be construed along with 

“If again, the 1 down the Precedence of the particular y 
“the sentence that x5 be two diverse Injunctions, th 
„ then, saps 8 of the Precedence; and hence they coul 
“& Ruthantara an h the Injunction of an altogether fresh Bh 
z pae Se. The expression through 

‘t di 


tly point to th 


; while the accomplishment 
ntara sama, could, at best, be 
ance with our view, all tl 


Soma being something to be brought about 
“ of the fact of the Sacrifice having the Ratha 
“ assumed only indirectly. And in accord lat the 
“word ‘somak’ would do would be to point out that the new 


$ on ac 
„(laid down in the sentence in question) is only a modification of the 
« Jyotishtoma ; specially as the word ‘somah’ 


distinctly points to ie 
“ mary original of the Sacrifice in question, =F me * 
„Hence we conclude that the Sentence in question is the Inju 
282 Action. 
of a Ree he tas is shown in the Bhashya, by means of the senten 
; Rathantarasdmétyasya ko`rthah, ete., etc., etc. * 
4 adi 5 the particular precedence of the vessels 
is; ae = Action (laid down by the sentence), 
dee — commutes or by the sub-context, 
i es enlent have no authority, in the f 
e eymponen 


it woul ü 
either by mes“ Per- 
Though the inte 
ace of the whole 
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“one compound-complex sentence, yet no useful purpose being found to 
“ be served by that complete sentence as a whole, no significance can be 
“ attached to it; and as such the having recourse to the intervening com- 
“ponent sentences could not adversely affect the Injunctive potency in 
“ question. tee 

„With a view to the fact of completing a certain factor (vis, that 
“ which forms the denotation of the Bahueriht compound) by supplying 
“ its deficiencies being more reasonable than its rejection, the Bhashya 
“‘adds—atha vā yadi icchéta, etc. (if one desires, etc.) ; because, the 
“element of Desire is always implied by the fact of the Action being 
„something to be performed, the supplying of this element in the sen: 
“tence in question must be accepted as authoritative, and not a mere 
“ gratuitous assumption. er | l 

“ In consideration of the fact, that in comparison with this supply- 
“ ing from without (of the element of Desire), it would be far simpler to 
“ accept the indirect function of the word itself as taken with another 
„word removed from it by certain steps, as this would entail only the 
“ disregarding of the property (proximity) of words (and leave the words 
“‘intact),—the Bhashya takes up another position, by citing the instance 
“of such sentences as ‘yadi galim bhunjita tatra dadhyupasincéta i 
“ (that is to say, just as this sentence is accepted as laying down the 
“eating of Gali, so, the sentence in question may be taken as laying 
“down the fact of the Soma-sacrifice having the Rathantara for its 
“ Sama. 

“The opponent, however, retorts by putting forward the fact of the 
“ corroborating Instance itself not being duly established—' How does the 
“ eating of ali come to be laid down by that sentence?’ . 

The answer is that the said laying down would be got at by invert- 
“ing the order of the sentence, which really means that—‘if one wants 
“ to mix curd with his food, ke should eat Cali’; that is to say, the Lin 
5 (Injunctive) afix in ‘ upansincéta’ is taken as having the Suds of the 
0 . 3). accordance with Panini’s sitra— kamapravedans, etc.’ 

“ And in accordance with this constr 
“tence in question comes to be this: 
“ to the vessels dedicated to Indra and 
“at which Rathantara is the Sima 


uction, the meaning of the sen- 
Ik one wishes to accord precedence 
Vkyu, he should perform the sacrifice 
10 employed.’ And thus the real Injunctive- 
g ness comes 5 belong to the 55 t Somab eat, apart fon the 
conditional “ (‘yadi*), And thongh in this case the. word ‘grbafydt’ 
Sis deprived of its direct injunctiveness, yet, being taken as serving the 
„ Purpose of denoting ‘ desire,’ it would, in reality, come to serve. the pur- 

Pose of 1% e also; inasmuch as one always does what he desires. 


ry 


- * 
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„Or, it may be that the Injunctive (in ‘grhniyat’) lays down the prece- 
« dence of the particular vessel, as desired by the agent. 

„The Bhashya puts forward yet another explanation, in consideration 
„of the fact that the following explanation does not require any such 
„ indirect and remote constructions as necessitated by the foregoing 
“explanation. The explanation is put forward by the Bhashya, in the 
“ gentence The Injunctive affiz denotes the causal relationship, in accord- 
“ance with the laws of Panini. That is to say, (1) the Injunctive in 
“t Somah syāt’ denotes the Cause, while that in ‘ grhaiyat’ denotes pure 
“Injunction itself; and the sense of the sentence, in that case, comes to 
“be this:—One should hold the vessel with due precedence of those 
“ dedicated to Indra and Vayu, as caused by that Soma-sacrifice which em- 
“ ploys the Rathantara sama ; and as this latter Sacrifice could not serve the 
„purposes of the Cause, until it is itself duly accomplished, the injunc- 
“ tion of its performability also comes to be implied in the sentence ;—(2) 
“or, the Injunctive in“ grhniyat’ may be taken as denoting the effect (that 
« which is caused), that in ‘ sya’ being taken as denoting the Injunction; 
“ though in this case, the Soma-sacrifice would not be directly mentioned 
“ag the Cause, yet its causal character would be implied by its proximity 
„with the effect (as mentioned in ‘yrhniyat’), and the meaning of 
“the sentence would thus come to be that—one should perform the 
“ sucrifice, as being the cause of the according of a particular precedence to 
“the vessels dedicated to Indra and Vayu, 

“The various alternative theories here put forward are 
“in the following verse: 

“ (1) The rejection of the conditional ‘yadi’; (2) the Ade 
element of ‘ Desire’; (3) the inverting of the construction of 175 f the 
“of the sentence; and (4) the taking of the Injunctive 6 wo parts 
“causal relutionship, i i s denoting the 


summed up 


As every one of these theories will b i ; 
; e of use in the Siddhanta of t} 
“next Adhikarana (dealin i Boh pe E 4 88 ie 
K alik & with Avéshti), they have been explained 
“ Then again, it is a general rule th i 
1 : at the C tself 8 1 
established entity befo 3 


re it serves to brin 
J À g about the effect: and ; 
case in question, we find that the presence of the Rathantura is e : ee 7 


Ob „. t i ci 
well established as the existence of the Sacrifice itself, 
„the precedence of the holding of the ` i 
oft vessels occurs in ¢ 
“ihe Morning Libation, while the Rathantara sāna is sung at tl i 
o Libation; and so inasmuch as this Sama itself would not he 1 
. i . ; i a 
‘accomplished entity in the morning, it could not be the an ar. al 
“tion of the said precedence ; because in this case the word ‘conditin : 
e 24 iyalent to ‘cause.’ For us, other hand į 1275 
tte, 18 eguiya on the other hand (Who hold 
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“the sentence to lay down a distinct sacrifice), there is no need of any 
“guch ‘ condition’ or cause; or even if we require such a cause, the sacri- 
“ fice itself would serve as the cause or ‘condition required; and the sacri- 
“fice will be an established entity from the very beginning (and so there 
“ would be nothing incongruous in its serving as the ‘condition’ of adj 
„ certain detail in connection with the Morning Libation). 

“ Lastly, inasmuch as the Jugat-siima does not appear in the Jyotish- 
„ma as will be shown under Sūtra X-v-58,—the Soma-sacrifice, men- 
“tioned in the sentence as having this sma, cannot but be admitted to 
“be wholly distinct from the Jyotishtoma ; and, consequently, the case of 
“ the Soma-sacrifices with the other Samas (Rathantara and the rest) being 
“exactly similar to that of the one with the Jagat.sima, we cannot but 
“ admit those also to be wholly distinct from the Fyotishtonu, 

“ And hence we conclude that the whole of-the sentence in question 
“Jays down a distinct Sacrifice.“ - 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sit vit (2).— The same Action having diverse characteristics, 
these could be mentioned for a certain purpose,—the Action being 


one only, on account of the Sentence (in question) being sub- 
sidiary (to the previous sentence), 


a 


On account of the reasons shown briefly at the opening of the hre. 
rent Adktkarapa, we conclude that the sentence in question merely lays 


down accessory details for the previously mentioned Tyotishtoma, and 
does not put forward a distinct Sacrifice, 


fice of the Jyotishtoma that is mention 
Samas, with a view to serve the Purpose 
tion of the precedence to be accorded 

and inasmuch as the sentence in question 3 
sentence. it cannot give rise to any noti 
the Sacrifice in question is believed to be one and one only, (2) Or, be- 


cause of the fact oe Rathantara, ete., being laid down in the sentence 
in question, it is concluded that it is th 


otishtoma; and, consequently, the 
in question is none other than the 
is the only one sacrifice spoken of in the 

two sentences. 
Objection: “Inasmuch as the Rathantara sma does not serve to 
“ differentiate the sacrifice in question, and as a qualification it stands iu 
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“need of other Sāmas, the compound Rathantara-sama’ 


is altogether 
is impossible.” 


Reply: Tllat which applies to a thing only partially is also found to 
be accepted as qualifying it by its mere existence (and not by differentiating 
it from others); and in the case in question, that is held to be the con- 
dition which appears as the qualified at the time that the compound is 
broken up (ie,, the compound is broken up as yatsambandhi Rathantara- 
ma sa,’ the qualified in this case is the Soma sacrifice, and there is 
nothing objectionable in the fact of this sacrifice forming the condi- 
tion). 

That is to say, if it were such that one Rathantara existed in the 

- Jyotishtoma always, and that always in the company of another sama, 
then it might not have served to differentiate it; as a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find the Jyotishtoma being performed even without the Rathun- 
tara; and hence the presence of Rathantara can very well serve the purposes 
of a qualification differentiating this performance of the Jyotishtoma from 
that in which the Rathantara is not used. If there be no notion of a ‘ quali- 
fication’ without the intensifying word eva (i.e., if unless the qualifica- 
tion spoken of be specified as the only one possible, it be not cognised as n 
qualification), then too, we could explain the conditional clause as 
Rathantara-sdma astyéva. And inasmuch as the Bahuvrihi containg 
in itself the force of the Possessive affix, which latter includes tl 

factor of existence, the assumption of the intensifying Ev 5 
not be wholly unfounded, Or, the word gv might be insert Would 
‘sama, the clause being explained as yadi Rat erted after 


“> ` 1 i l 
vati’ ; and in this case the force of the word ‘ ea apd ya 
the following manner: Though the Rathant 

itis not employed ina ¢ nha 


yadi 
with- 


a may be explained in 
18 always sāma, yet when 
» 80 far as that Sacrifice is 
it is as good as not-sa 

does exist j ie 

‘ . . WA ka 
sama’; for the character of ‘ sima? ie ria 5 > P ia . — 
use in question must 
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independent ; and there is no harm done to this instrumentality (by such 
independence). 

Or, it may be that, inasmuch as the word ‘sama’ is a mere. repeti- 
tion, it is to be taken as indicating the Hymn accomplished by means of 
the sma ; and hence the compound indicates the Stotra (Hymn) that is 
brought about by the Ruthantara (and as such there is no dependence 
upon other Hymns). : a a ö 

Or again, it may be that, inasmuch as the Brhut and the Rathantara 
are spoken of in the same sub-Context, and are endowed with secondary 
functions, they are opposed to each other ; and as such, vying with each 
other,—inasmuch as both have the same character of being references to 
the existing state of things,—they serve the purpose, independently of all 
other Samazs, of precluding each other (from being employed at the Joyotish- 
foma), and thereby attaining to the character of a qualification, And 
in this way there is nothing ingongruous in taking the Sacrifice qualified 
by the Rathantara as the condition (of the particular precedence of certain 
vessels). oR 

Or, lastly, we can admit the Rathantara itself, as qualified by the Bacri: 
fice, to be the condition laid down. 1 ; 

Objection: “ But as a matter of fact, the Rathantara is not cognised 
“ as being qualified by the sacrifice.” a ar 

Reply : True, it is not so recognised ; but when, as you hold, the sacri- 
fice is not cognised as qualified by the Rathantara, because of the fact of 
this latter not extending over the whole of the sacrifice,—then, on expound- 
ing the compound (in Rathentarasima') as Rathantaramasya sum, we 
find the relationship of the Qualified and the Qualification reversed; and 
certainly there could be nothing wrong in the cognition of this relation- 
ship ; and thus inasmuch as in the expounding, the ‘ sacrifice’ would have 
the genitive ending, it would be cognised as the qualification (as in ‘ Ra, 
purushaf*, the Raja is the qualifying factor). And this would be the 
sense desired to be. conveyed, because of the impossibility of the sucrefice - 
having the character of the Qualified, as pointed out by the compound at 
first sight. a e 

Though, as a matter of fact, the Rathantara is present, in its natural 
form, in other sacrifices also, yet the mere fact of its presence in tho 
Jyotishtoma would be enough to point it ont as its qualification. Because, 
1 one thing to be recognised, in a sentence, as the nd eg : 
5 te all that is necessary is that, in that particular sentence it 8 
5 oned as a property peculiar to that object,—and not that ald not 4 
be ys belong to that object alone; for if it were so, then, blue atta 

Cognised as qualifying the ‘lotus,’ or < possessed by. Deradans us 
qualifying the “ Cow ” ; as throughout the world, the Cow is not tho ohjact 
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possessed by Devadutta ; and so too the property blue’ does not belong to 
the lotus alone; so that, according to you, these two could not he spoken 
of as qualifications. 

On the other hand, if the recognition of one thing as the qualifica- 
tion of another depended upon the fact of its really belonging to that 
object alone, then such a relationship would never be sought to be ex- 
pressed in words; for certainly there is no use of mentioning such a 
qualification as that ‘the Fire is hot’. Therefore all that we should accept 
as the means of such recognition is the fact of the property being men- 
tioned, in that sentence, as belonging to that object alone. 

This condition we find fulfilled in the case in question ; becanse in the 
sentence in question what is meaut to be spoken of as the condi- 
tion of the particular precedence is the Ruthantara as belonging to the 
Jyotishtoma only. And, under the circumstances, there is no ground for 
rejecting the foremost cognised conditional character of the Rathan- 
tara, and attributing it to something else. 

Thus we tind that in any case, there is nothing incongruous in the 
fact of the said Rathautara being the condition; and, consequently, we 
cannot accept any of the four alternatives—‘ Rejection of the word 
yadi’, ete.—propounded by the Pirvapakshin. (See above, p. 810.) 

As for the assertion that the Injunctive Affix denotes either the 
presence of Desire or the causal relation,—none of these two denotations 
could be cognised until the aforesaid conditional character has been duly 
comprehended ; and so long as the cognition of this latter is possible, it ia 
not right to accept any other denotation that has not been cognised. 

Asa mutter of fact, we find, even in ordinary experience, the conditional 
character belonging to objects, present, past and future; and as such the 
fact of the Rathantara being sung at midday, while the vesselsare held in the 
morning, cannot be effectively urged against the said conditional character 
of the Ruthantara. Then again, that which is known in the morning ag 
sure to come is as good as present; aud in the case in question we find that 
at the time that the performance of the Jyotishtuma is just beginning, it is 
already well known that the Ruthantara would be sung at midday ; be- 
cause, ns a rule, all doubtfal details are full y settled before the perform- 
ance is actually begun; and so all the priests, as well as the gacrificer 
himself, must be fully aware of the fact of a certain thing to be done in 
course of the performance, hefore they actually proceed with the perform- 
ance itself ; specially as it is only by such previous settling of all doubtful 
details that people become accustomed to, and experts in, the performance 
of snerifices. 

Then again, ns a matter of fact, the Condition helps the Conditioned, 
not by it tua! material presence, but simply by being fully known ; and 
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hence even thongh the Rathantara may not have been actually sung in 
the morning, yet, inasmuch as it has been determined upon (in the 
very act of determining the performance of the sacrifice), and is fully 
known as snch, it could very well serve as the condition (for the particular 
order of precedence in the holding of the vessels in the morning). And 
when it is the sacrifice, as qualified by the Rathantara, even though exist- 
ing in only one part of it, that is the condition of the precedence—then, in- 
asmuch as the sacrifice is present in the morning also, there would be no 
incongruity in this. 

Nor is the use of the Injunctive Affix regulated by connection with 
any point of time; and as such it could not be taken as indicating the 
conditional character ‘of a thing existing at any definite point of time; be- 
cause the affix in syāt’ is quite capable of affording the meaning that— 
‘if the sacrifice be, or has been, or will be, connected with the Rathantara 
Sama, eto. '; and it is only by the indirect implication of the sentence that 
the Rathantara, in the case in question, is 10 be. 

As for the last argument (of the Purvapaksha), based upon the 
similarity of the Rathantara, etc., with the Jagat-sama (which is not present 
at the Jyotishtoma )—it is not quite proper: (1) because in such super- 
physical matters, an inference from similar instances can have no autho- 
rity; and (2) because the case of the Jayat-sdma is not quite similar to 
those of the Rathanfara and the rest; the former being as incapable of 
being included in the Jyotishtoma, as the injunction of the First day of 
the month as qualified by duality and plurality. And further, even in the 
case of the Jagat-sãma, the action is not wholly different from the Jyotish- 


toma ; because all that it does is to represent the condition attaching to 
the Vishuvaé sacrifice mentioned elsewhere. 


For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in 
serve the purpose of laying down certain condition 
not lay down distinct actions]. 


question only 
8 of precedence [and do 


ES Pa te 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Avéshfi is a distinct Sacrifice. } 


Stra (3).— Because of the mention of the Avéshti being 
connected with the mention of the Sacrifice, it must be accepted 
as pointing chiefly to a Sacrifice (and not to an Accessory). 


In the same context with the sentence Raja rajastiyeng svdraj yaka- 
mo yajéta’, we find the sentence—I. ‘ agneyo'shtakapalo-hiranyandakshina y 
and so forth, which serve to lay down, by mentioning the relationship of 
certain substances with particular deities, the sacrifice known as Avēshti’ i 
and then, subsequently, we come across the following sentence: II. Yadi 
Brahmano yajēta Barhaspatyam madhyé nidhāyðhutimāhutim huir hut- 
va bhegharuꝝẽt, yadi Rajanya Aindram, yadi Vaigyo Vatgvudévam.’ 
With regard to this last sentence, there arises a doubt, as before. 
and it is this: A. Does it serve to lay down the inserting of the Barhaspat M; 
etc., as due to ( conditioned by ) the connection of the Avéshti—ag a ; 
ing part of the Rajasiya—with the various castes,—a connection that has 
already been laid down in the previous sentence p Or, does it lay d m 
distinct performance (of the Avéshti ), in connection with th ie 
etc., not mentioned before? eee, 
, This leads a the further question: viz.: B. Are all the three casteg 
entitled to the performance of the Rājasūya, or the Kshatriya only ? 
if the latter, then the connection of the three castes with the Avsshti iv 
been previously mentioned. ] 
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“ there could be no doubt as to the sentences in question mentioning the 
“ connection of the castes only by way of pointing out the conditions for 
“the inserting of the Barkaspatya and the rest.” i l 

Reply : It is not so; because we find that the Avēshți is already re- 
cognised (through the sentence ‘Raja Rayasuyéna, ete, ') as one to be per- 
formed by the Kshattriya,—and that the other sentence also (‘étaya ann 
dyakamam, eto.) does not lay it down as to be performed by Agents other 
than the Kshatériya; consequently, we find no ground for the’ perform- 
ance of the Avéskft apart from the Rājasūya; as such it comes to be 
taken as forming a part of the Rajusitya itself; so we conclude, in 
accordance with the law laid down in the Sétra IV—iii—5, that the 
‘Kingdom of Heaven’ (‘svarajya’) (mentioned in the former sentence) 
is the result common to the Réajasiiya and the Aveshti; while the ‘ food i 
(‘annidya’, mentioned in the sentence quoted by the objector) is the result 
peculiar to the Aveshti itself. And even if the Aveshfi be performed apart 
from the Råjasüya, it would be performed by the Kshatriya only, when 
desiring the particular result of obtaining Food ; and as such there would be 
no connection with the other two castes. As for instance, the Action of 
studying the Veda and the laying of Sacrificial Fire being known as to be 
performed by the three higher castes only,—even though the sacrifices 
depending upon these two Actions may be found connected with any and 
every agent that may be desirous of obtaining the results following from 
those sacrifices, yet they come to be finally recognised as to be performed 
only by the non-Cudra castes ; and as in the case of the Raj asũya itselt, 
even though all men may be équally desirous of the ‘ Kingdom of Heaven ', 
yet on account of the Action being specified for the Raja only, it is the 
RAJA alone who could be the acquirer of that result (by the performance 
of the Rajasiiya). 

Thus then there are only two alternative theories to be considered : 
(1) The Avéshti (us connected with the three castes) is laid down in the . 
sentence laying down the Rajasitya, and (2) it is laid down by the latter 
sentences. eee 

And on this question we have che following 


PURVAPAKSHA., 


a; “ In view of the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana, 
1 “ must be admitted that the latter sentences only serve to lay down ‘the ; 
conditions for the particular insertions. ee Pe ese Be a3 

„ And to the performance of Rajasttya, all the three castes ate entitled, 
as shown by the word Raja’, which signifies’ one who performs the 
functions of a king.’ Because all ‘through’ the world. it is only one 
103 e ee 
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“ performing the kiugly functions that is spoken of as Raja.’ And it is 
“ thus alone that the text in question can have an extended application. 

That is to say, when it is possible for the word“ Rājā’ to be taken 
“ both ways (. e., as signifying the Kshuttriya, and as signifying ‘ one who 
“ performs the kingly functions ), it is far more advisable to accept the sig- 
“ nification of all the three castes; because this interpretation alone 
“would be compatible with the mention (in the subsequent sentences) 
“of the conditions (‘yadi Brahmanak, etc,’), and with the Context, etc.; 
“and also becanse this interpretation would not curtail the scope of the 
“ declaration of all the three castes being entitled to the performance of 
“the Rājasūya. 

“For these reasons it must be admitted that persons of all the three 
“ castes, performing the functions of a king, are “ Rājās; and these func- 
tions are well known to consist in the protection of the people and the 
“ removal, from among them, of all troublous factors. 

“The Bhashya speaks of the word Raja’ being used in the above 
“sense by the people of Aryavarta (North India); and this is meant to 
„ show the authoritative character of the signification, in accordance with 
“the Sätra I—iii—9, 

“ Objection: ‘The Bhashya, by declaring that trustworthy people use 
“the word Rajya in the sense of kingly functions, admits the independence 


“ say, the said declaration makes the signification of the word Rajya de- 


1 
“ text in question; and hence what the declaration does is to 3 an 
„ plain the word—Rajya—not in the text—by the help of that Raja 
„which occurs in the text; and consequently the word Raja being inde- 
Because the word 


py itself, and deduced from that 
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“sacrificial animal is tethered to it. In the same manner, though such an- 
“cient writers as Panini and Manu have declared yo Raji tena ganapa- 
“darakshanam kartavyam, yacça Raja tasya kurma Rajyam' (‘He who is 
“ the king has for his duty the protection of the people, and he who is the 
“ #aja, his function is Rajya ’),—yet we, who are not quite sure of the 
“ signification of the word ‘ Raja’ though quite sare of that of the word 
‘** Rajya’, comprehend the said declaration of Manu, ett., in the follow- 
“ing way: ‘Inasmuch as the Smrtis have made the above declaration, 
twe must conclude that they understood the word Raja as signifying 
“ something capable of doing Rajya (i. e., performing the functions of the 
„king).—just as the word ‘yiipa’ is applied to something to which the 
“ sacrificial animal can be tethered. 

“This ‘ Rajya ’—kingly function—is found to be performed by people 
“of all the four castes; and hence all of these are Rajas. But inasmuch 
“as, in accordance with other laws and regulations, the word ja’ is 
“found to have its ends fulfilled among the three higher castes only, 
“the Çudra becomes naturally precluded by the fact of his being devoid 
“of Vedic study, ete. There is, however, no such ground of precluding 
“any other caste; and hence we conclude that all the three higher 
“ castes are entitled to the performance of the R@jasiya. l 

“ Objection: ‘As a matter of fact, the kingly functions have been 
“specially laid down for the Kshattriya ; and hence it is only by an unlaw- 
“ful assumption of others’ functious that the Brähmana and the Vaigya 
“perform those functions; and as such these latter cannot be rightly 
“called Rajas.’ 

“Reply: This argument does not touch our position; because by 
“ the mere fact of having performed the kingly fanctions, these two castes 
“also acquire the title of ‘Raja’; and this ( performing of the kingly func- 
“ tions) is all that is required by the Rajasiiya-Injunction. As to whether 
“ these functions are performed lawfully or unlawfully, that is a question 
“affecting the character of the performing agents, and as such cannot 
“have anything to do with the sacrifice (Rajasitya). aa 
P io Objection (in the Bhashya): ‘ We find the word Rajé applied even to 

such Kehattriyas as do not perform the kingly functions of protecting the 

people, etc. 


“This argument has been brought forward here as forming the 


s basis of the Siddhanta 3; and hence we proceed to refute it; but before 
$ doing that we must find out what it means. It means simply this: ‘It 
“ bas been said above, in connection with the words varhih. zum an Be 
$ the like, that when even a single part.of the word has been found to sig- 
a 7 7 the Class, we cannot assume any other signification for it (and so in 
the case in question also, when, even in the case of a single person. the 
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t word Rad bas been found to signify the Kshultriya-class, we cannot very 
“ well assume any other meaning for it). 

The reply to this is that in the case of the word ‘ Raja’, we find the 
“literal signification (that afforded by its constituent parts) to be more 


“ rensonable than any other (that is dependent upon mere popular con- 


vention). This is what is meant by the Bhashya, when it says—praka- 
“ranaragat, yadigabdasamabhivyaharacca. 

“Then, concludes the Bhashya—na karmāntaram vidhiyishyaté. 
“This means that the sentence would not lay down the performance of the 
“ Avéshti apart from that of the Rajusitya: (the word ‘karmdntaram’ being 
“ taken indirectly in the sense of prayogantaram) ; or it may mean that—if we 
“admit of the same construction as that shown above, in the case of the 
“sentence ‘yadi gdm Lhunjita dadhyupasincet’, then the same sentence 
“could not serve to lay down both the connection of the Brahmana, as 
„well as the insertion of the Barhasputya; and in this case the word ‘ kar- 
“ nantaram’ of the Bhashya would be taken directly in the sense of ‘ another 
“ Action’, aud not indirectly as in the former case. 

„The above reply to the objection has been given by admitting both 
“ significations of the word ( i.e., that accepted by the people of the Andhra 
“ country, who use the word ‘ Raja’ in the sense of Kshuttriya, as wellasthat 
“accepted by those of Aryavarta, who apply the word to the performer 
“of kingly functions). But we now proceed to show that there 
“ Able ground for applying the word * Raja’ to a person de 
i 3 
A be readily admitted that that which is 
u must set aside that which is not — by 
“be no doubt that all men plies — ord 
“only the Andhra yee tane apply it 4 
“ of a king, simply if he happens to be a Kshuttriya), 

„ Another argument Drought forward in the Bhashya is— That which 
“is admitted by people withont contradiction is more auth 
« which is decried, though accepte 
„former, only ex pressed differently 
„nothing apart from ‘non-acceptance? 
“it may be that the former ar 

„or otherwise, of the acceptance of th 
“spertks of their contradiction or non-contradiction. 
„Clear difference between Ignorance and Mistaken Knowledge, the two 3. 
“ments cannot be said to be mere repetitions of each other. 0 a1 
“ Bhashya—aryavartanivdsinam . 
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“accordance with the Sufru I—iii—9; while the clause ‘samicinatara 
“ actro bhavati.’ refers to the usage of the word. x 7 

„ For the above reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question 
„ serves to mention the Brahman, etc., already mentioned in the former 
“ sentence as conditioning the insertion of the Barhaspatya, etc. Specially 
“ because, there can be no doubt as to the sentence ‘yadi rajanya aindram 
„ mentioning the Rajanya (Kshattriya), already mentioned in the previous 
“ sentence (for there can be no doubt as to the Kshattriya being spoken of 
„by means of the word ‘ Raja’), simply as conditioning the insertion of 
“the Aindra; and then the cases of the other two sentences — yudi Brah- 
“u manak,’ etc., and yadi Vaicyah, ete. ’—being exactly similar, the same 
“ must be admitted with regard to these also.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

The sentence in question serves to lay down the connection of the l 
Brahmana, etc., with the Sacrifice; because such connection has not been 
mentioned before,—the mere performing of kingly functions not sufficing 
to make one known as ‘ Raja.’ , ) l 

That is to say, the word ‘ Raja” denotes the Kshattriya, and cannot be 
taken in its literal sense. Because the literal meaning might consist 
either in the performing of the kingly functions, or, according to the signi- 
fication of the root ‘raj,’ in Brightness or Effulgence; and both of these are 
impossible; because we find the word having a well-known meaning 
apart from the iteral; and even though this meaning may be known in 
one part of the country only, yet it will always set aside the applica- 
bility of the literal meaning ; and then too, there is no one definite 
literal meaning that is recognised as universally applicable ; as on the 
one hand, the word ‘ Raja’ is not found to be applied to such bright things 
as Fire and the like; nor, on the other, to such representatives of the king 
as are not duly anointed, though perfurming quite well the kingly funo- 
tions of protecting the people, and the like, 

i „ : As for the Representative of the king, inasmuch as he 
i p m i a ans by being appointed to it by another person, 
ie wor 9 is not applied to him; just as the word ‘ gacrificer ’ 
(* yejamina’) is not applied to the sacrificial Priests.” ö 
Gi 1 : This is not right; because we actually find the word 
ja,’ in many cases, applied to the Rulers over smaller subsidiary 
5 to which they have been anointed by che all-powerful n 
o whom they are subordinate. int 
Question: “Then, inasmuch as the word is found to be applied to 
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“those that have heen anointed to the functions of a king, it may be 
“taken as expressing that ‘anointment’ (and not the ‘ Kshattriya’ 
“ caste).” 


Answer: That would not be possible ; because, the Anointment also 
is declared by the knowers of Law to belong to the Kshattriya only, just 
like the word ‘ Raja’; and hence that too could not belong to a non- 
Kshattriya. 

The word could be recognised as expressing Anointment, if this 
formed the independent and absolute cause of the application of the word 
(z.e., if the word were applied to anyone and everyone whom we would 
anoint) ; while, as a matter of fact, we find this Anointment restricted, 
by all Smrti laws, to the Kshattriya only; and as such it is only at the 
time of its Injunction (by the sentence“ Rajanam abhishincéta ’) that it 
becomes connected with the word Raja’,—just as the chopping’ becomes 
connected with the word ‘ grass,’ 

It is for this very reason that the word ‘ Raja’ is not taken as signi- 
fying, like a compound word, both of these—the ‘ Kshattriya’ caste and 
< Anointment ’—conjointly (i.e., the word is not accepted in the sense of 
the ‘anointed Kshattriya ). Specially because the word could be so 
taken, only if it were always actually found to be applied to the Kshattriya 
and the Anointment conjointly, and never to the Kshattriya caste alone,— 
or ik the Anointment' were laid for other castes also. Asa matter of 
fact, however, we find that the word is applied, in the very Injunction 
‘ Rājānamabhishincēta ', to the person to be purified by Anointment, lone 
before the Anointment has actually taken place, 8 

Hence we conclude that the word ‘ Raja’ 
denoting the caste ‘ Kshattriya.’ 

Nor can it be urged that— 


is generally accepted as 
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just as if a gudra happen to lay the Fire, that Fire does not come to be 
recognised as the Ahavaniya’ (‘sacrificial’) Fire. 

And further, the Word, its Meaning, and the Relation between them, 
Vall three, being eternal, pertain to the natural state of things existing; 
and as such they do not base themselves upon impermanent causes, gra- 
tuitously assumed by us for the occasion. For instance, in the case in ques- 
tion, the word Raja’ being eternal, its signification, too must be one that 
is permanent, because there can be no real relationship between the Per- 
manent and the Impermanent. This permanence is cognised as depend- 
ing either upon the nature of things or upon an expressed Vedic Injunc- 
tion. Then, as for the Anointment, it is not found to be permanently in- 
herent in any person, like his caste; and hence its permanence will have 
to be accepted as based onan Injunction; but as a matter of fact, we 
do not find any Injunction laying down the applicability of the word 
‘ Raja’ to a non-Kshattriya ; and hence, after all, we come to the conclusion 
that it is the caste ‘Kshattriya only that is the invariable signification of 
the word Raja’; and hence that alone must be accepted as denoted by it. 

The above argumens also serves to preclude the possibility of the signi- 
fication of the word ‘Raja’ being based upon the performing of kingly 

functions; because those functions also are found to be connected with the 
Kshattriya caste, only after they have been laid down as pertuining to the 
Raja,—just like the said Anointment. And, as a matter of fact, we have 
found the word ‘Raja’ applied to one who has neither been anointed, nor 
performs the functions of the king, —and not to such persons as have beak 
anvinted and perform those functions, but are not Kshattriyas (this latter 
usaye is met with among the Dravidas). 

Hence too we conclude that persons of all the three castes cannot be 
called Di. 

Further, all grammarians explain the word “ Rajanya „ as RN A 
apatyam, deriving it from the basic noun ‘Rajan’; and yet the a 
‘Rajanya’ has no other meaning but the Kshattriya caste. Ik th or 
Raja were applicable to all the three castes, then the off- ei 8 
other two castes would also be spoken of as Rajanya.’ 3 vee 
‘ Rajanya’ is applied by universal convention to the Kshattriya; while if 
all the three castes were ‘ Rajas’, will you please explain to mo why the 


word Rajanya' should not be applied to the off. spring of the other castes ? 


Objection : “ If the word Rajanya’ denotes the Kshattriya only, what 
“ would be the use of the patronymic affix? Because the word ‘ kshattriya,’ 
“ denoting the caste, is equally applicable to the Father and the Son; and 
“hence in all cases the dj anꝝya should always be spoken of as Raja.’ 
“That is to say, just as the offspring of the crow is called the crow, 80 


tlie offspring of the Nusa would be“ Raja.” 
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Reply: This does not quite affect our position ; because though as 
a matter of fact the word ‘ Rajanya’ is synonymous with ‘ Raja,’ yet it is 
only by way of showing its grammatical formation that it is explained as 
‘Rajah apatyam’; and the said explanation is possible only when both 
refer to the same caste, as the offspring always belongs to the same caste 
as the Father. 

Objection: “The word ‘ Rajanya’ would denote the Kshattriya caste, 
“on account of the sutra ‘when the patronymic is affixed to ‘Rajan’ it de- 
notes the class’ ( Vartika on Panini Sūtra IV—i— 137), and not on account 
“of the word being explained as Rajiak apatyam’; and consequently the 
“denotation of the word ‘Rājanya’ could not affect that of the word 
4 Raja.” 

Reply : It is not so; because inasmuch as the Vartika you quote does 
not mention any particular class, it might be taken as referring to the com- 
prehensive class ‘ Man’; and so, according to this Vartika, the word ‘ Raj- 
anya’ would come to denote that class Man’ (and not the ‘ Kshattriya’). 

Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we find the teachers of Law and 
« Sacrifices laying down different duties for the Raja and the Rajanya, 
« which shows clearly that the word ‘ Raja’ is different from“ Rajanya,” 

Reply: True, we meet with such differentiated duties ; but that is in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Brahmana parivrajaka ; that is to say, 
the word Raja’ refers to the particular Rajanya who has undergone 
anointment (just as the word ‘ Parivrijaka’ is applied to the particular 
Brahmana who has gone through the rites of Renunciation), 

It has been argued that—* the word ‘ Raja’ being foand to beccan 

“ able of having both significations, i.e., tho Kshattriya caste, and the pe» 1 
mer of kingly functions,—it is the latter that come perfor- 
„present instance, as being more in kee 

vena is bhi Segantont bsg we now proceed to refute as follows : 

Both the words— Raja’ and N, could not Sn hares 

: 4 ; not have their significa. 
tions wholly e of the other; because the fact is that when i 
gi haa has its signification fixed by convention, that of the other follow, 


To explain this further: wh 
eee a signifying the . en the word ‘Rajya? has been known, by 


word‘ Rajya '—explained as H n he signification of the 
upon that of the word Raya’. function of the Raj 


right to assume an independent 
As even without such an indepe 
nothing incompatible in the usa 
the word ‘Rajya’ to the 


ping wit 


ta (who apply 
& the people’ 
“the word Rajya" itself 


of protectin 


and the like, If, conversely, it be held tut 
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has its signification of the function of protecting the. people fixed by cone: 
vention, before that of the word Raja’ is known, ”—then too, the word 
‘ Raja’ would, as based on the word Rajya’, come to be applied to the 
performer of that function; and it would not be necessary to assume any 
independent denotative potency in the word Raja“; and as such there 
would be nothing incongruous in the usage of the Dravidas, who apply the 
word ‘ Raja’ to the Kshattriyas, who are capable of the said functions of 
protection, etc. Though the particular usage is peculiar to the Dravidas, 
yet the Bhdshya attributes it to the Andhras, because these also, like the 
Dravidas, inhabit the southern part of India. a 

For the above reasons, we conclude that the words € Raja’ and Raj. 
anya’ cannot be regarded as both having their meanings fixed by con- 
vention, independently of each other, or as both having only such sense 
as is afforded by their constituent parts. 

And when. it comes to the acceptance of one of the two. words 
having its independent signification fixed by convention, it is distinctly 
more reasonable that it should be accepted with regard to the word ‘Raja’; 
because, as & rule, whenever there is a doubt caused by a disagreement 
between usages, a satisfactory conclusion is always arrived at by the help 
of the stronger authority of a properly compiled Sri. 

That is to say, Manu and other writers of Smrti declare that the 
function of protecting the people, etc., which is expressed by the word 
‘Rajya,’ belongs to the Kshuttriya ; Panini and others also expound the 
word Rajya’ as ‘the function of the Raja,’ wherein, they hold (vide Pa- 
nini, Sutra V—i—124), that to the word Raja,’ which has its signification 
independently fixed by convention, the affix ‘shyan’ is added (to make the 
word Rajya’). Other grammarians explain the grammatical formation 
of this word (‘ Rajya") as with the affix ‘ yak,’ whi 
larly laid down for the word! Raja’ which appears to be mentioned in the 
group of wo “ae beginning with ‘ patyantapurohita’ (Panini, Sutra I—y— 
128); and it i a alone that we could have the presence of an accentnation 
that is h the affix yak,’ aud that of the udätta accentuation in 
the beginning of the word. For these reasons, we must take the Bhashya 


onthe point as declaring that it is the f ion of the word Rajye' 
that should be evolved ont of the word! Haide and ny iy 


from the former. For if the forma: 
out of the word ‘ Rajya» 


elision of the letter ‘ya’ (in ‘ Rajya’), 
‘ Rajya’ into ‘Raya.’ 
(th the construction must be explained- af aie 
karm © function of the Raya is Baila ). and not as 
Rajyasya karta Raja’ (the performer of tho kingly functions is Raja `) 
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less authoritative than Smrti (vide Adh. I, Pada iii), the said usage 
must be explained as being figurative or indirect. 

It has been urged above that—as the word ‘ Audamegha gives us 
an idea of its basic noun ‘ Udamegha,’ so the word ‘ Rajya’ could afford 
an idea of its basic word Raja.“ But this Indirect Inference is set 
aside by the Direct Perception of the usage common among the Dravidas. 
f If the performer of kingly functions were to be spoken of as ‘ Raja,’ 
then, in that case, it wonld be necessary for us to infer the existence, firstly, 
of the said relationship of Action and its Performer, and, secondly, of certain 
grammatical rules definitely laying down the presence of that relation- 
ship in the case in question. And certainly very much more authorita- 
tive than any such inferred grammatical rule, is the already existing rule 
that lays down the formation of the word Rajya’ as Raja karma’ (the 
functions of the Raja). 

The opponent argues thus: FS gu rijyam karoti, etc., eto. 
That is to say, the relationship of the Denoter and the Denoted is always 
“ascertained by invariable concomitauce or non-concomitance; and 
“there is no doubt that the word Raja’ is always concomitant with 
“the presence of the performance of kingly functions (and as such the 
“word ‘Raja’ is taken as denoting the performer of kingly functions) ; 
“while the word ‘ Rajya’ is not found to be always concomitant with 
“the functions of the Raja (and as such this latter word cannot be taken 
“ as denoting these functions). Then as for the grammatical rules brought 
“forward above, all that such rules do is to differentiate between the 
“ correctly-formed and the incorrectly-formed words; and as such, they 
“can have nothing to do with the case in question; because both the 
“ words ‘Raja’ and ‘ Rajya’ are equally correctly formed; and hence the 
“ bringing forward of grammatical rules is altogether improper.” - 

To the above we make the following reply: It is true that such 
is the common usage, and the grammatical rules have nothing to do as 
to what word has its denotations governed by the presence of which other 
word; though it is so, yet, it is by the explanation of the correct or the 
incorrect formation of words that the fact of certain words governing the 
denotation of other words is pointed out; as for instance, in the case in 
question, the formation of the word“ Rajya’ being explained as ‘ Rajfick 
karma’ (king’s functions), it is clearly pointed ont (by this formation of 
the word) that the denotation of the word is fixed by that of the word 
‘ Raja.’ 

Thus then, the greater authoritativeness of the grammatical smrtis 
distinctly points to the fact that it is the word ‘Raja’ (and not 

Rajya’) that bas an independent denotation of its own (fired solely by 
convention), And as for the particular usage that you have brought 
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forward in support of your contention, we find that it is not observed 
among the Dravidas. According to us, on the other hand, no special 
importance is attached to usage; and as such the fact of our theory not 
being in keeping with the usage of Aryavarta does not in any way tar- 
nish it. But, as a matter of fact, even in Arydvarta we do find the 
presence of kingly functions whenever the word Raja is used; and thus 
there can be nothing incongruons in our theory; as all that it does is to 
explain what is used, and leave off the explanation of the fact of the 
word not being used (by the people of Arydvarta) with reference to those 
Kshuttriyas that are devoid of kingly functions. 

And further, in all cases, a qualification is such as is peculiar 
to the object in question; and hence the word ‘ Rajya’ refers only to 
such functions as belong to the ‘Raja’ alone, and not to such other actions 
as thinking and the rest. That is to say, protection of the people is the 
distinctive fanction of the King; and hence it is this that is spoken 
of as Rajya’; and aa for such actions as those of thinking, winking and 
the like, inasmuch as these are found to exist in kings as well as in other 
men, they do not serve to distinguish the king, and as such, are not 
spoken of as ‘ Rajya.’ 

Thus then, even though the fact of the word ‘ Raja : denoting the 
Kekattriya may not be countenanced by the usage of all men, yet, in 
accordance with the Sūtra I—iii—9, we cannot but admit it (to be 888 
authoritative and acceptable). And it has been shown above, under 
Sutra I—iii-— 10, that in matters of merely verbal usage, which pertai 
10 ordinary perceptible things, a certain authoritativeness attaches 2 808 
to the inhabitants of countries lying on the frontiers of Argavar ta s 

Thus then, the Räjastya sacrifice bein k 
the Kshatértya only, the sentences in question must be taken as laying 


down the Brdhmana, etc., as performers ; i 
á . of t : i 
Action distinct from the Raj aaa). e e 


And hence the particular Result 0 
the sentence tand annadyakamam, ete.’)—would follow from the perform- 


ance of the Avēshti, apart from the Rajasitya. Because the performance 
of the Avschfi in the midst of the Rajastya will have been completed 


aven (the specific Result of the 


& concluded as being for 


btaining of Food (mentioned in 


longer appertain to it) ; and co: 
: i nsequently the Result (Food 
mentioned would naturally attach iteelf is thi 5 


ee. 8 latter performance. 
Objection: “The obtaining of food must be accepted aa the Result 


“ following from the Avëshťi in all cases; because it is mentioned directl 
“in connection with this Sacrifice, —in the sentence ‘ étaya penie 
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mam, etc.“; while the Result spoken of in connection with the Rajasiya 
“could apply to the Avsshfi only indirectly; and there can be no doubt 
“that what is mentioned directly would set aside that which is only 
“indirectly pointed out.” er 
Reply: It is not so; because there is no contradiction between the 
two Results. That is to say, if the two Results were found to be mu- 
tually incompatible, then it would be necessary to admit the fact of one 
setting aside the other; as the accepting of both would necessitate 
the assumption, either of the fact of the two as optional alternatives, 
or of the repetition of the Action in question (for the bringing about 
of the two results) [and such assumptions have been often shown to be 
extremely objectionable]. When, however, the two Results are capable 
of being reconciled by means of the limiting of their scope, there is 
no need of any such objectiouable assumptions. As a matter of fact, 
there is nothing incompatible in the fact of a single Action of the 
Avëshți bringing about many results; because distinct results might 
very well follow from its distinct performances. As for Repetition, 
it will be shown later on, that it is objectionable only when the Results 
are spoken of as following conjointly (from the same Action). Specially in 
the case of the Avēshți, a repetition is inevitable, as it has been laid down 
in connection with the Brähmana, eto., on the one hand, while, on the 
other, it is also included in the Rājasūya (which cannot be performed 
by the Brahmana). DEREAT 
If the sentence ‘aay annādyakāmam, etc., were the originative 
Injunction of the Avéshti, then it could reject the applicability to the 
Avéshti of the subsequent Rajasiya-Injunction. As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find that both thesesentences— étay@, etc.’ and the Rajastiya Injunc- 
tion—mention results in connection with the Action of the Avéshti, which 
is originatively laid down in the sentence ‘ Ggnéyéshtakapalo, ete.’; and 
as they do not mention the two results as appearing at one and the 
same time, we do not perceive any difference between the authoritative char- 
acter of the two sentences (and hence the one cannot set aside the other); 
because just as the Rdjasuga-Injunction is found to mention à result 
in reference to the Actions mentioned in close proximity to something else, 
80 also is the sentence “@tayd, ete,’ ; specially as neither of them makes 
mention of the Avështi’ by name. Because the word ‘ Rajasitya’ is not 
7 „ name (applying to many sacrifices), like the word ‘ Paurpa- 
s? 5 as what it denotes is the Avēshți as a part of the sacrifice as accom- 
Tuned by the complete group of sacrifices mentioned in conncotion with sb 
Nga hee word Paurnamdsi’ applies to each of the 5 5 
ADEM). And an m i, an bree cannot be takon aë 9 mund to be 
And so, on this ground too, none of the two is foun 
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weaker than the other. The only difference between the two is that 
while the one (Rayastya-Injuoction) mentions many sacrifices, the 
other (‘ 2tayd, eto.) mentions only a few; and certainly this does not make 
any very great difference (in the anthoritativeness of the two sentences). 

“ Objection: Inasmuch as the pronoun ‘étayé’ points directly 
“to the Avéshfi mentioned in the Context, there is a distinct difference 
“between this and the Rājasūya Injunction which refers to it only 
“indirectly.” 

Reply: This would have been quite true, if the pronoun ‘etat’ 
(in ‘atayé’) were connected with the Result, or if it pointed to some- 
thing, to be spoken of, a8 we find inthe case of the sentence ‘atha 
Saka jyotth.’ As a matter of fact, however, we find that even in the 
sentence stay, etc., itis on account of the proximity of the root ‘yajt’ 
to the Injunctive Affix (in ‘yäājayēta’) that the Result—food—is men- 
tioned in connection with the Avéshfi, which is indicated by that root 
(%); and this indication of the Avéshti is found to be done also by the 
root ‘yajt’ occurring in the Rayasiiya-Injunction; and so even this does 
not make any difference in the authoritative character of the two Results. 
Then again, even though the pronoun efayd refers to the Aveshft laid 
down in the Context, yet it could not refer precisely to the Arasht:, 
without the help of the sentence dgnéyoshtakapalas, ete.’; and with the 
help of this sentence, the Rajasiiya-Injunction also would refer to the 
Avéshts equally well; and thus also, both must be admitted to be equally 
authoritative. ate . 

Objection: “There is a distinct difference between the two, on 
“ tho ground that the sentence ‘atayd, etc.’, occurs in the particular sub- 
“context (of the Avēshți), while the Rajasiya Injunction is a general 
“statement (and as euch takes in the Avéshti also, among many other 
“ sacrifices that go to form the Rayasiiya).” : 

Reply: But this is just the same as what we have pointed out 
before—vis., that the only difference lies in the fact of the one referring 
to many more sacrifices than the other; but at the time of the actual 
roferring to the Avēshți in particular, both are equally authoritative, 

Further. if there were an absolute non-difference between the Avēshti 
of the Rajaskya, and the Avéshti performed by the Brahmaga, etc. (which 
latter is the one referred to by the sentence aya, etc.’)—then what you 
say might have been all right (i. s., then alone could the mention of the 
two Results be said to be incompatible). As it is, however, we have 
just shown that the two Av&shfie are wholly distinct. And thus the 
very fields of the two results—Kingdom of Heaven and acquiring of Food 
—being distinct, there is no contradiction between them. 

But though the two Avéshfis may be different, yet, the mention of 
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only such details as the inserting of the Barhaspatya, etc., distinctly 
indicates that the origin of this Avéshtz also is the same Avéshti that 
has been previously mentioned in the Context. 

Then as for the “Räājasūya” (spoken of in the sentence adi 
rajanyak, etc.’),—inasmuch as hig activity also (towards the performing ; 
of this distinct Avēskťi) would be equally possible, specially as the word 
mentioning the result of the distinct Avéshti (i. e., Food) is equally 


connected with the sentence ‘yadi rdyanyah, eto. —by him also, this. 


Arsshti would be performed, either as a distinct sacrifice by itself, or as 
a repetition (of the Avéshti that he may have performed along with the 
Rijasitya). 

And for the Rajanya also, the mention of the inserting of the Aindra 
in the middle would be possible, only ifthe Avéshti were performed by 
him, independently by itself, as a single sacrifice made up of the various 
minor offerings of the Cake to Agni, to Indra, to Brhaspati, etc. (as thus 
alone could the Aindra—offering to Indra—be offered as the middle 
offering); whereas when the Avashti is performed in course of the 
Rajasiya, inasmuch as the sacrificial gifts (of each of the offerings 
that go to form the Avéshti) are different (from each other, as also from 
thut of the Rajasitya), each of these offerings ( Ishtis) to Agni, Indra, etc., 
would be performed independently by itself; and as such (all of them 
not constituting a single performance), the mention of patting any one of 
these ‘in the middle would be wholly irrelevant (as there being no 
single performance made up of these performances of the several Ishtis, 
of what would this be the middle“ p). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in ques- 


tion serve to lay down the connection of the Brahmana, etc., not men- 
tioned before. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 
[The Adhana is an object of Injunction.) 


Stra (4): The laying of fire forms an object of Injunction, 
because it does not form an integral part of all sacrifices. 


In connection with the sentence vasanté Brahmano’gninddadhita,’ there 
is a doubt, as in the previous instance, as to whether the @dhdna (Laying 
of Fire) has been previously mentioned elsewhere, or not. If it be found, 
in some way or other, to have been mentioned, then even in the absence 
of the conditional ‘if’, the sentence would be taken as laying down the 
condition (for the particular season to be chosen); and in that case, 
the construction of the sentence in question being.“ yad Brahmana G@dudhita 
tad vasanté”—the ‘vasanta’ and the Braéhmana’ would come to restrict 
one another (.., the Spring would be the time for the Bra@kmana, and 
the Brahmana would be the performer in the Spring time). While, on 
the other hand, if the Luying of Fire be not found tohave been preyj- 
ously mentioned, then the sentence in question would become the Injune. 
tion of the Laying as performed by the Brahmana at the time of the Spring ; 
and the following would be the advantages of this latter interpretation :— 
(1) In the three sentences—(@) : vasanté Brahmano' gninadadhita, (b) gri- 
shmé Rajanyahk, (c) garadi Vaigyah’,—inasmuch as the Laying mentioned in 
the first sentence would be wholly taken up by the accessories (Brahmana 
and Vasanta) mentioned in the same sentence, the Accessories mentioned 12 
the other two sentences would point to distinct actions (of Laying); and ag 
such there would be three Layings of Fire; (2) the presence of the Atmane- 
pada affix in ‘adadhita’ would point to the necessity of the sacrificer him- 
self laying his own Fire; (3) the Çadra would become precluded (from 
sacrifices, as only the three Layings of Fire are laid down, and without the 
laying of Fire, no sacrifice could be performed). If, on the other hand, 
the sentences be taken, not as Injunctions of the Laying, but as simply laying 
down conditions, then we would have the reverse of all these three Advan⸗ 
tages. 

What is said in regard to the sentences in question would also 
apply to such other passages as — vusanté Brahmanamupanayita grish- 
më Rajanyam, garadi vaigyam’; as the condition of these sentences is 
exactly like that of those dealt with in this Adhkikarana. 


ADHANA IS AN OBJECT or INJUNCTION. 835 
The Adhikarana may be briefly summed up thus :— 


THE PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ The Laying of Fire having been implied by an Injunction of a sacri- 
“ fice in general (ns ‘svargakdmo yayéta), or laid down by a general Injunc- 
“ tion (such as ‘ Ya evamvidvdnagn ĩnddhatts, etc.’ ),—its mention over again 
“in the sentences in question must be taken as mentioning the various 
“ castes as conditions for the particular times of the Laying. a 

“ That is to say, in the first instance the first argument in our favour 
“is that, inasmuch as the Injunctions of such actions as the Agnihotra 
“and the like would not be possible withont the sacrificial Fire made 
“ ready by the proper method of Laying it, this Laying of the Fire must be 
“ taken as implied by those very Injunctions; and hence the mention, in 
“the sentences in question, of the same Laying must be taken as serv- 
“ ing the purpose of laying down the Brahmana, etc., by way of specifying 
“ certain conditions. . If, however, it be argued, that, on account of these 
“Injunctions having other direct objects of Injunction, they cannot 
i rightly serve the purpose of indirectly implying any such action as the 
“said Laying,—then, in that case, we would bring forward another 
independent Injunction of the Laying itself,—in the shape of the sen- 
“tence ‘ya évamvidvan adgninddhutté, eto. —an Injunction which is 
‘wholly distinct from the previous Injunction, which has its injunctive 
“ potency taken up by the laying down of the Accessory details. And 
“ thus then, the Laying of Fire having been already laid down in this In- 
junction, the sentences in question could not be taken as enjoining the 
“same Laying of Fire.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


The argument of the Siddhanta may 
as we have a direct Injunction, we canno 
or inferred one; and hence either the m 
or that of the existing state of things, 
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a y = y 8 of the injunction ok the Laying of Fire being implied by 
which i gnihatra, etc., there is no Atmanzpada restricting the Fire to oe 
es 15 prepared by the sacrificer himself. When, however, the necés- 
Junction is found to be directly asserted (by a Vodic 0 


no 8 2 
neonsisteney which could lead us to assume an unheard-of text (as 
105 
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containing the required injunction),—the only ground for assuming such 
texts being some sort of an Apparent Inconsistency. Then, as for the men- 
tion of the existing state of things, —in the sentence yā ēvamvidvānagnīnā- 
dhatté, etc.’,—so long as we find a direct Injunction of the Laying of Fire, in 
the shape of the sentences in question— vasanta Brahmano’gninidadhita,’ 
etc., etc.—any mere description of the existing state of things can never 
acquire an Injunctive potency (to the same effect) ; specially as this latter 
has got to serve a distinct purpose of laying down all such details as the 
fetching of the water, etc., mentioned in the original direct Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in question 
serve to lay down the hitherto unmentioned Laying of Fire as performed 
by the Brahmana, etc. 

[We now proceed to explain the words of the Bhashya putting forth 
the aforseaid Pürvapaksha and Siddhanta, ] 


THE PURVAPAKSHA-BHASHYA. 


“The sentences in question serve to mention the Brāhmana, etc., as condi- 
“ tions for the previously mentioned Laying of Fire. Why so?’ 
words are similar to conditional phrases. 

“ Question: ‘On what is the similarity based? That is to say, when 
“there are no such conditional words as ‘yadi’ and the like, how can the 
“ sentence be said to be similar to conditional clauses ?’ 

“ Answer: The ground of similarity is the utterance of the words Brah- 
“ mana, etc., along with the words Vasanta, ete. That is to say, the injunc- 
“ tive potency of the sentence having been used up in laying down the 
‘relationship between other words (i.e., Brahmana, etc., and Vasanta, et ) 
„the sentence could not serve to enjoin the Laying of Fire k „ “a 
“ it could only be taken as laying down certain conditions—(i and as such 
„of the said relationship between the Brahmana and r : 7 the shape 

“ Objection : But we find the word Brahmana sata 8 45 
: re 

“ along with the verb TO Lay also, That is to sa 
“taken as laying down the Laying of Fire as qu iif 
“ Reply: As a matter of fact, however 1 
“mana with the Laying of the Fire : 


Because the 


“ the position is not capable of being , there is no need 


“ing forward the strongest authority available in thei. yet of hring- 
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« (“ya evam, etc.’), that directly lays down the Laying of Fire. (And this is 
“ kept in store for fature emergencies.) ; i — 

“ Objector: ‘What are the texts speaking of desirable results in the 
“ matter of such an Injunction ?* , 

„Reply: The texts laying down the results following from the Agniho- 
“tra, elc., are such texts, Though what the objector meant was an angry 
4 denial of the capability of such texts to lay down the Laying of Fire, yet 
‘“ the reply that is given is with the view that the objector is ignorant of 
“ the forms of the texts themselves, 

„Question: How can these texts, that are actually found to lay 
% down something else, be said to enjoin the Laying of Fire Pp 

“Tx reply to this, the Bhaskya brings forward an Apparent Incon- 
“ sistency: In accordance with the Stitra VII—iii—28, we find that the 
“ actions mentioned in these texts include within themselves the sacrificial 
“Fire also; and inasmuch as the sacrificial Fire could not be brought 
„ about by any other means save that-of Laying, the Injunction of the 
Action naturally includes that of tlie Laying of Fire also. 

“Then again, if the sentence were taken as laying down the relationship 
“ of the Bräkhmana with both the Vasanta and the Laying of Fire, then there 
« would be a syntactical split. That is to say, we can admit of the injunc- 
“tion of a qualified object, only when all ot 


her ways of Injunction are 
found to be impossible; in the case in question, however, we find that 
„the simple method of Injunction is quite possible; and as such we can- 
not admit of a qualified Injunction.” 


THE SIDDHANTA-BHASHYA. 

To the above arguments we make the following reply: As; 
previous Adhikarana, 80 here also, the sentences in quia serve ies 15 
down the Laytng of Fire. Because such Laying is not subsidiary to the 
actions. That is to eay, if the Laying of Fire were subsidiary to the 
Actions, then there could ether it is implied by 


inclusion of the Ahavaniya and iii—29, the Actions end with the 
me @ and oth 284 2 2 R ; 
reason to show that the Layin er sacrificial Fires; and there is no 


9 of Fire is a subsidiary part of them. 
> Sie vi~15, the Laying of Fire is spoken of as help- 
ing all actions, yet, this wil] be explained A Edi celeri to the fact of 
the Laying helping the Fire, which helps to accomplish all Actions. 

8 Question: ‘But what, df it de so (i. e., even if the Laying be not a 
“ part of the Actions, how does that affect the present question) P The 
“sense of this is that even the Action could also imply, through 


— — (3). 
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Apparent Inconsistency, the subsidiary (Laying) of its own subsidiary 
` 2 a reply to this is that what is done by Apparent Inconsistency is that 
“ the —— rang down the fulfilment of certain desirable ends by means 1 5 
“tain actions, indicate the Fires, and not the Laying of these. er e 
possible for the Fire to be obtained by asking for it from another A ar 
“ hotri, therefore there is no Apparent Inconsistency in the Fire that wou 
S: i int to the Lu? ing.) 5 , 
88 Westen is the means of having the sacrificial 7 
“ We take the mere material form of the object, only ìn cases eap — 
“object is capable of being brought about by the ordinary ee 5 7 
world, —as for instance, in the case of such objects as > mn 0 9 5 
“a Cart, and the like; the sacrificial Fires, however, are no see 75 
being brought by means such worldly ways; and hence it is a 80 x 
15 ee 257 the means of their accomplishment to be mentioned o 
* 125 lied in the Veda itself; and as there is no such means save the Lay- 
u nid. this also is implied by the Fires (ie, by the Apparent Inconsistency 
“of the Fires, which would not be possible without the Laying). l 
Answer: Itis not so, because of there being no such absolutely invariable 
connecticn. That is to say, Laying is not the only means of obtai 


ning the 
Fires, which could be obtained by many snch means as begg 


ing, pur- 
thods would supply the only defi- 
And all these me : ‘ 
chase, —.— — — that is felt in the texts speaking of certain 
clency é 


here is no absolutel certain indicati 
desirable n on ie the Actions); and i such there a 
5 Injunctions of the Laying of Fire ( 
: n). 

W e ee might here b 
„by such means as begging and the like, could not have the character of 
* sacrificial fires’; because this character depends upon the fact of the 
“ Fire having undergone certain Purificatory rites.” 

Reply: Though it is true that, in the first instance, the three sacri- 
ficial Fires (the Dakshināgni, the Garhapatyy and the Ahavaniya) are pro- 
duced by means of Laying, —yet, when they have been once thus duly 
prepared (by one Person ), there would be nothing to deter 
from subsequently obtaining those Fi Bites of begging, eto. jus 
as we find in the case of the Corn. That is Say, in the case of the Coen 
we find that though it is not possible for the Cop ö 
by any other means save the 


is room 
as by means of the 


e urged: “The Fires, obtained 


. l obtained 
even by purchase, ete, (after it has been once pr 
means of agriculture). In the same m 


ADHANA IS AN OBJECT OF INJUNCTION. 837 


would produce the sacrificial Fires by the orthodox method of Laying ; and 
then other people would obtain it from him by the other means of begging, 
etc. Just as we find the potter making jar after jar, and selling it and 
giving it away,—so in the same manner, any one person would go on pro- 
ducing the Fires by the orthodox method, and then selling them or giving 
them away to other persons. Thus then, as the Laying of the Fire would 
have been laid down by such texts as Agnthotram juhuyat svargakamah, 
in one case (of the first man who would produce the Fires by the ortho- 
dox method), while in other cases (of other people), it would not have been 
laid down by those texts. And as such there is distinct room for the lay- 
ing down of the Laying of Fire (at least for the sake of those persons who 
could not obtain it by other means). Though we shall show later on 
that even in the other case, it was not possible for the Laying to have been 
laid down by those other texts. 

If, on the other hand, the sentence in question be taken as the direct 
Injunction of Laying, then it at once sets aside the possibility of all other 
means of obtaining the Fire; specially as, in that case, the Atmanépada 
affix in ‘ adadhita’ distinctly shows that the result of the Laying 
would accrue to him alone who actually does the Laying ; consequently 
the accomplishment of the Sacrificial Fires, which is the result of the Lay- 
ing, would not belong to one who does not himself perform the Laing; 
for whom the Fire, even if obtained from one who has duly laid it, would 
be as non-sacrifictal as wer. While if the Injunction of the Laying be 
taken to be implied in the texts speaking of certain results as following 
from the Agnthotra, etc..—then, inasmuch as such an inferred Injunctive 
sentence would contain neither the Parasmaipada nor the Atmanépada 
affix, the result of the Laying would accrue equally to one who has and 
who has not performed it; and hence, there would be nothing to set asido 
the emyloying of the other means—begging, etc.—of obtaining the Sacri- 
ficial Fires. And hence it would be absolutely necessary for the Laying 
to be directly enjoined. 
ae And further, so long as we have direct declarations of the Laying of Fire, 

~—tn the shape of the sentences in question,—no other terts can betaken to mero. 
ly imply auch an Injunction, That is to say, such texts cannot be accepted 
88 „ the Laying even for the first person who could seek to pre- 
1 8 í 10 Sacrificial Fire. It has been explained above tbat all Restric- 

ve Injunctions serve to lay down something not mentioued before: 
because 80 long as there is a direct Injunction, there can he no assumption 
of an implied one. Aud as a matter of fact, wo have direct ‘Declarations 
of the Laying of Five; and hence it is not possible for any to be merely l 
. indirectly assumed or inferred. If there were no such direct ae 
tions, then, in that case, inasmuch as without a properly laid Fire, tlie 
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performance of the Agnihotra and the rest would be impossible, the In juno · 
tion of these sacrifices would become meaningless ; and hence in that case 
these Injunctions would, for their own sake, imply the Injunction of the 
due Laying of Fire. But when we have such direct declarations, there can 
be no assumption of these; as it is not right to assume that which is 
not mentioned in the Veda; specially when it is so that the other 
texts also, that speak of certain results following from certain sacrifices, 
lay down actions that are to be performed only by those for whom the sen- 
tences in question lay down the Laying of Fire. 

With a view to set aside all the arguments that have been hurled 
against him, the Parvapakshi retorts: ‘There is a direct Injunction of 
“ Laying, other than the sentences in question, the existence whereof 
«makes these latter merely denotative of certain conditions ;—and that 
“ Injunction we have in the sentence ‘ya évam vidvdnagninadhatt2, eto 

The reply to this is that this text that you have brought forward only 
serves the purpose of laying down the preparatory details of the Laying. 

The opponent thinks that the preparatory details are laid down 
elsewhere in the Context by means of a sentence which is distinct from 
the sentence ya évam, etc.; and with this in view he replies by saying 
« The sentence that I have brought forward is the one that serves as the 
“originative Injunction of Laying ; because this sentence, speaking as it 
“does of the Laying of Fire, cannot be taken as serving the same purpose 
‘as the sentences speaking of the fetching of water and the other prepara. 
“tory details.“ R l 

Reply: The difference n the purposes served by the two sentences — 
‘ya évam videdn, etc. and that mentioning the Fetching of Water, etc.— 
would have syntactically separated them, only if the former actually laid 
down the Laying of Fire. This Laying, however, we find tobe laid down 
in the sentence Brähmano vasante, etc.; and as such the mention of it 
again in the sentence ‘ya evam, ete.’ is only for the purpose of laying down 

the preparatory details. T 

Question : “ But how is it ascertained which of the two sentences 
. yasanté, etc. and va vam, etc.’—is the real originative Injunction of 
« the Laying ?” 

Answer: In the eentenes ‘ vasanté, etc.’, we find the Injunction directly 
expressed (by the word adadhita ), while in the case of the other sentence 
—' ya vam, etc. —it would be got at, very indirectly, from out of the 
Arthavida therein contained ya & vam. . sapatnam bhratreyam avartim 
sahate.’ 

That is to say, if both sentences were.equally injunctive (of Laying), 
then the object of both being the same, there could have been some rival- 
ry between them, as to which one should be accepted as the true 
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Injunction. As it is, however, one sentence—‘vasanté, etc.’ is injunctive, 
while the other— ya évam, etc.’—is only eulogistic. And certainly a mere 
eulogistic sentence cannot set aside the Injunctiveness of the sentence 
rasante, etc., because an eulogy is a helper (and not an obstractor) of 
Injunctions. If, on the other hand, the sentence ‘ya d vam. ete.’ had the 
character of the Injunction, then, inasmuch as the enjoining of what has 
already been enjoined once would be most improbable, our theory might 
have been thwarted. As a matter of fact, however, the case is that the 
Laying having been enjoined by means of the Injunctive affix (in ‘ ada- 
dhita’), the other sentence—‘ ya &vam, ete,’—spenks of it only for the 
purpose of eulogising the preparatory details connected with it; and as 
such it can have no injunctive character. Then again, the injunction 
of the Root-meaning (‘ dha’ in ‘@dadhita’) by means of the Injunctive 
affix, occurring in the same word, is got at by direct denotation ; while it is 
only indirectly, through syntactical connection, that an eulogistic sentence 
could point to such an Injunction, which, in this case, can, at best, be 
only an assumed or inferred one ; and certainly an indirectly assumed In- 
junction has its injunctiveness very mach farther removed than that of 
one expressed directly. 
~ Objection: “ That ‘ the Brahmana should lay the fire’ is also a se 

«gence. That is to say, iu this sentence also, it is only by syntactical td 
«nection that the Injunction (contained in the word ddadhita“ ee 
nected with the Brahmana, etc.” 

Reply : So long 88 the Laying itself is directly enjoined (b 
the Injunctive affix in ‘ adadhita ), it does not matter whether all the 
rest—the connection of the Brakmapa—is implied by syntactical con- 
nection. In the case of the other sentence, on the other hand, there is no 
eulogy expressed. in the same word (that speaks of the Laying— ag. 
patté’); and it is got at only when that word is joined on tothe Words 
‘ sapainam bhrātroyaman ir or 5 J and thus in this case, the Lays 
too is connected wit nosy, only by means of syntactical connec 


tion. a ; 
In the case of the sentence vasantë, etc. 


: ing it as the injuncti 

ical split, by taking notion of the 
py a particular performer and a particular time, 
no doubt as to the injunctiveness of the sentences 


we can avoid the syntag. ö 
Laying of Fire as qualified 
And thus there can be 
in question, 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Dakshayana, etc., are accessories. 


Sutra (6): “The Dakshayana, etc., are enjoined as distinct 
“actions; (1) because of the particular names attached to 
„them.“ 

{In connection with Daręu-Purnamdsa, we find the sentence, Dak- 
shdyana-yajnéna yajēta prajakamak, sakamprasthapyéna yujēta pagukamuak, 
sankvamaydgéna yuzéta annāūdyakāımah’ And in connection with this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay down certain 
accessories for the Darga-Pirpamasa as bringing about certain definite 
results, or they ley down distinct sacrifices, independent of the Durpu- 


Parnamädsa. 
PURVAPAK SHA. 


„ In connection with the sentence dadhnéndriyakdimasya Juhuyat,’ 
“it has been shown above (T1—ii—25, 26) that this sentence lays down 
“a certain result following from a certain accessory of the same sacrifice, 
„And this is quite proper; because in that case the Dadhi is not mentioned 
“ as co-extensive with the Homa ; and as such it could not be taken ag 
“a name of the Homa, that would, on account of this name, be taken as 
„different from the previous Homa. In the case in question, on the other 
„ band, we find that the name Dakshéyana’ is mentioned as CO-extensive 
„ (identical) with the Sacrifice, and has not been applied to the pre- 
« vious sacrifice (the Darga-Purnamasa) ; consequently, in this case, there 
u can be nothing incongruous in the fact of the word ‘Dakshayana’ pointing 
“to a distinct sacrifice, qualified by that name. Nor is there any such 
“substance as Dakshayana’ known to exist, as we do find those like 
“ the Dadht. Consequently, on account of the reasons shown under II- i 
1, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence lays down a sacrifice 
„with reference to à definite result, that sacrifice is wholly distinct from 
“ the previous Darca-Pirnanasa,” 


Sūtra (6): “ (2) Because the Injunction of the Action does not 
“ pertain to the Accessory.” 


“That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentence in ques- 
“tion has not been removed away from the Action, so that it could 
g over to the Accessory.” 
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Sūtra (T): “(3) Because the sentence is quite complete with the 
mention of the Result.” 


“Inasmuch as the Result can never form the object of In- 
“ junction, the sentence cannot be said to lay down the Result with 
“ reference to the Sacrifice, —iu the same way as the Corn is taken as leid 
„ down, in the sentence ‘ rihibhiryazeta ’ ; and as such the sentence 
„ must be taken as enjoining an Action (as no third object of Injunction 
4% ig possible in the sentence); and (inasmuch as no Action that has already 
“been enjoined once could form the object of another Injunction) 
“it must be admitted that the Action herein enjoined is distinct 
“from all Daręa-Purnumũsa, ele. —that have been enjoined before.” 


smhANIA. | 
Sūtra (8): It is a modification (of the previous sacrifice), because 
of the Context. 


Even though the senten 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before, 
sons shown under Sutra II—iii—26; specially as the sentence 
to bring about an idea of the 


e is found 
(cansal) relationship between an Accessory 
( Dakshayona) and a Result (acquiring of children) ;—just as i > 
the sentence ‘ dadhnandr; 


nthe case of 
yokGmasya, etc. it must be admitted that 
the sacrifice referred to is the same that 


has been laid down before. : 
It has been argued that there is no Accessory known ag ‘Dak. 
shayana.’ But this is scarcely true; because the fact of there being 
such an accessory is pointed ont by the Context iteelf—just 


as are 
many Other accessories, like the Ukthya and the rest ; that ia to Bay, 
we find in the Context that after the sentence in question hag laid 
down the D&aksh@yana as an Accessory, there is another 


sentence that 
points out the actual form of that Accessory. 
Aud just aa in the case of Dadhi, so here algo, the D 


akshüyana is not 
to be taken as co-extensive or identical with the Sacrifice, TR 
And further, even if the Dakshiyana, etc, be taken 


: as co- exten - 
sive with ‘ saortfice, then too, on account of their Proximity to the 
Dadhi, etc., these sacrifices w 


ould be recognised as mere Modifications 
(of the Darpa-Purgamäsa). Consequently, even in this case, what 
the sentence would do would be to lay down the Result following from, 
a modification of the Darça-Pūrnamāsa, and not from any other 
fice wholly distinct from it. 


sacri. 
In this way, an utter disruption of the Context would also be avoided: 
106 
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Though there will be a rupture of the Context in connection with the 
Dakshayana to this extent, that that which is mentioned as leading 
to a definite Result (e.g., the Dakshayuna) cannot be taken as part of the 
procedure,—yet inasmuch as the Darga-Pirnamasa would form the 
substrate of the Dakshayana, the mention of the Darça-Pürnamäsa could 
very well be connected with subsequent sentences (under consideration), 
and thus help them (in their denotation), 


Site (9): Also because we find Vedic texts indicative (of non- 
difference). 


[We have the sentence Tringatam varshani Darça-pürnamäsabhyäm 
yajéta; yadi Dakshayanaya;z syat atho api pancadagaiva varshani 
yujéta; atra hi éva sā sampadyaté; dvé hi panrnamdsyau yajéta 
dvé amavasye, Gira hi éva khalu sā sampad bhavatt.’ ( One should perform 
the Darça-Pūrnamāsa for thirty years; but if the sacrificer happens to be 

erformer of the Ddkshdyana, he could finish it in fifteen years 
ake as in this sacrifice two Paurnamasis and two Darças are per- 
formed ; and hence the requisite number of these latter would be com- 
leted by the Dakshayana being performed for fifteen years only.) 
P This completion of the thirty years’ and the ‘ Darga. Purnamàsa (by 
the performauce of the Dakshayana) distinctly, indicates the non. 
difference of the Dakshayana from tlie Darga-Pirnamasa. For the 
thirty- year course of the Varea-Pũrnamũsa could not be made up b 
the performance of an altogether different sacrifice (while the text 
istinctly lays down the fact of the thirty-year course being Made up 
dis the fifteen-year course of the Dakshdyana). Nor could there be a 
2 tuitous rejection of the thirty-year limit, whereby the fifteen-year 
ed would be due to a different sacrifice (that is to say, the mere per- 
tormanca of an altogether different sacrifice could uot justify a rejection of 
the original 5 limit). Nor can it be urged that the course 
of the Darga-P 1 sa itself ig reduced to one of ‘ fifteen years’ by reason 
of tho performer p a Performer of another sacrifice in the shape 
of the . 5 if this latter were wholly distinct from 
the former, seus 1 no relationship between the two (whereby the 
performance 5 i 8 tke reduce the course of another). And also 
pecause in tha deë hi. á re would be no justification for the explana. 
tury sentence * „ namdegau dog amdvdeys (which lays down the 
of each of th ; 
fact of two eee being performed in the Dakshiyana, in- 
stead of only one, as in the case of the ordinary Darga-Parnam asa, 
as the reason for the thirty-year limit being reduced to one of fifteen 


only). 
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Sūtra (10): The name ( Dakshayana’) is due to the peculi- 
arity of the Accessory. 


(This Sutra meets the Parvapaksha argument of Süira 6). 

The Name serves the purpose of distinguishing an Action from 
others, only when it occurs in the originative Injunction of that Action, 
and is not recognized to have a connection with any previous Action. In 
the case in question, however, we find that the name ‘ Daksh@yana 18 
not connected with any originative Injunction ; Specially as in this 
case we do not find the sentence introduced by any word expressing 
the beginning of a new action, —as we do in the sentence ‘atha esha 
Jyotik, etc.” And then, inasmuch as the Name is quite capable of 
being explained as mentioning an Accessory of the previous Sacrifice, 
it cannot serve the purpose of distinguishing the Action. That the 
word ‘ Daksha@yana’ denotes a mere repetition of the previous sacrifice 
of the Darca-Pirnamisa is shown by the sense afforded by the com- 


ponents of the word itself, as also by the above-quoted text (that there 
are two Dargas and two Paurnamdasas 


in the Dakshayana). Hence 
we conclude, from the Context, that the Result mentioned in the sentence 
in question follows from the Dakshdyana as based upon the Darga- 
Pũrnamũsa. The word ‘Daksha’ means ‘the Sacrificer who is expert 
and very quick at the performance of the sacrifice (of thirty years, 
in only half the time)’; the Priests appointed by such a sacrificer are 
‘daksha’ (appointed by the clever sacrificer); and the ‘ayana’ (per- 
formance) of these priests is the ‘ Daksh@yana’ (and thus we find 
that the constituent parts of the word also point to the same fact that 
is mentioned in the text quoted above). 

The name Sakamprasthiya also means that the substance referred 
to by this word is offered (. prasthiyaté’) along with (t sākam’) the 
smaller vessels, before the cutting up of the Sanndyya cake; and thus 
this name also is found to belong to a material only, in connection 
with the previous sacrifice; and hence in this case also, there is 


nothing to oppose the recognition, in the sentences in question, of 
the Action that has been mentioned before, 


Sit (11): There is notbin 
* the sentence with th 


[This meets Sutra 7.] 


Though the sentence does not enjoin the Result in reference to 
the Action, yet, 


4 inasmuch as it does not speak of any connection between 
17 Action and the Result, the Action herein mentioned cannot be 
erent from the previous sacrifice. Just as the fact of the Result 


g peculiar in the completion (of 
e mere mention of the result). 
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following from the Action has been established under Sütra II—i—1 
el seq.—-80, exactly in the same manner, has it also been shown, under 
Sutra II—ii— 26, that there are certain sentences that serve the sole 
purpose of establishing the relationship between a Result and a certain 
Accessory of the previous sacrifice. And hence there being a doubt 
as to which of these two previous conclusions should be applied to the case 
io question, the presence of certain other words (such as those cited under 
Sūtra 9) distinctly point to the conclusion that in the present case, 
the Result is mentioned as following from the Accessory (of the previous 
sacrifice) and not from any distinct sacrifice. 


— 2 —— 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[Actions mentioned along with Substances and Deities are distinct 
sacrifices. | 


Sūtra (12): “It is a mere preparatory rite, as not occurring 
“in the Context (of any particular sacrifice); specially as 
“there is no word denoting an Action.” 


Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the sentence— 
‘t Vayavyam çvetamālabhēta bhatikamah,’ ‘sauryam carum nirvapét brahma- 
varchasakamah.’ And in connection with this there arise the following 
questions :—I. Inasmuch as, as a general rule, all sentences, not appearing 
in reference to any particular sacrifice, are taken as serving some purpose 
of the Action mentioned in the Context,—does the sentence simply lay 
down the accessories Cveta ’ and‘ Caru respectively of the < Touching’ 
and Preparing, that form part of the Darga-Parnamdasa sacrifice, 
which is the action mentioned in the Context? or does it Jay down 
two independent and distinct Actions? II. (If the Actions mentioned 


are distinct and independent), are these actions only those that are 
mentioned by the actual words of the sentence? or is it these actions 
as accompanying the ‘sacrifice’ that are meant? 

The fact of the sentence in question not occurring in reference 
to any particular Action has been specially pointed out, in the Bha- 
shya, with a view, (1) to show that thera is sufficient ground 
for doubt, (2) that the present Adhikarana is not a mere repetition 
of what has been dealt with before, and also with a view to afford 


some sort of a ground for the (3) Pirvapaksha and (4) its Refutation. 


(1) If the ‘ Touching’ and the: Preparing had been mentioned 


in reference to & previously mentioned sacrifice, then the idea 
of that sacrifice would b i 


: f e present when we came across the 
1 in question; and as a there could never be avy ques- 
tion of the sentence laying down a distinct sacrifice. While when 
in reference to any such sacrifice, inasmuch 
Cvéta, etc., are quite capable of forming the 
of Injunction, it might be that these might be pakea 
with reference to the ‘Touching’ and the ‘Preparing 
Spoken of at a distance (in the sentence laying dowu the Darça-Pūrnamāsa\. 


they do not appear 
as the accessories of 
objects 
enjoined 
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or it might be that no idea of that previous sacrifice being present 
in the mind at the time, the sentence may be taken as laying down 
a distinct Action ; and thus the matter would be doubtful. 

(2) The sentence in question would, at first sight, appear as 
laying down an Action connected with the‘ sacrifice,’ and hence as having 
been already dealt with under Sätra II—ii—17, But as the sentence in 
question does not appear with reference to any sacrifice, and hence 
there is no sacrifice, in this case, which could be referred to by it,— 
secondly, as the accessories of ‘ Cvéta,’ ete., are quite capable of being 
laid down by themselves with reference to the Action connected with 
the substances mentioned in that sentence itself,—the injunction of an 
action connected with the ‘sacrifice’ could, in the case in question, 
scarcely be got at; and hence it becomes necessary to take up its considera- 
tion on the present occasion. 

(3) It is only when the sentence does not refer to any provious 
action that the Pūrvapaksha could have the slightest semblance of 
plausibility ; because, no other Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing’ being 
found in the same Context with the sentence in question, it could not 
but be taken as laying down certain accessories with reference to tho 
original ‘ Touching’ and ‘ Preparing ’ (of the Daręa- Pürnamãsa). 

(4) The Refutation of this Parrapaksha also would be possible only 
when the sentence in question is known as not occurring in reference to any 
previous sacrifice, Because then alone could it be argued that, inasmuch 
as the sentence does not occur in any particular Context, it could 
have no distinguishing feature whereby it could pertain to the 
original ‘Touching’ and ‘ Preparing ’ ; specially as the connection 
of these is actually found to be materially impossible ; and as such there 
original ‘Touching’ and Preparing could never be mentioned in 
the sentence in question. 

ae n , and the Preparing bave been spoken of in 
the Bhashya as ‘ gunavidhz, because they form the objects of the 


gunavidht. 


Ou the above questions, we have, at first, the following 


PURVAPAKSHA A. 


4 1 
Sas 1 yen case of the Dakshayana it has been found (in 
sit gf tho Access ana) that, the sentence mentioning the connection 
155 ory, and thus there being no word injunctive of any Action, 
5 the sentence could not be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 

so would it also be in the case in question. This similarity 
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“ between the two cases is what is implied by the word ‘ca’ inthe 
g tra. l . 

“The Sütra mentions the word ‘aprakarané’ with a view to 
“point out the exact object, with regard to which the sentence in 
“ question would lay down the Accessories. Or it may mean that, 
“ though there is this difference between the sentence in question 
“and that dealt with in the previous Adhikarana, that the present one 
“ does not appear in the Context of any particular Action,—yet inesmuch 
“as the connection of the original action (Darga-Pirnamdsa) is not 
“ obstructed by the presence of the Injunction, in the sentence, of 
“any other Action, the sentence must be taken as mentioning the 
“ original actions of Touching ’ and‘ Preparing’, only with a view to lay 
down certain accessories in connection with them. Hence the sentence 
“*Geétamalabhéta’ must be taken as enjoining that the Oart-pole at 
4 the Darpa - Purnamãsa should be touched after it has been made 
“white; and similarly the sentence ‘carum nirvapét’ should be 
“taken as enjoining that the preparing’ (or holding), at the same 
“ Duręa-Purnamũsa, is to be of the Oaru (boiled rice), or that it is 
“ tebe measured by the Rice, 

“Then, as for the mention of the results of ‘ prosperity’ and 
“ t Brahmic glory spoken of in the sentence as following from“ Touching 9 
“and ‘ Preparing’, it would be a mere reference to the same results 
„following from the Darca-Pirnamasa, which is specially spoken of 
“as accomplishing all desirable results. 


“Then as for the word ‘ Väyavyam, that too could be taken as 
“only referring to the cart-pole of the Darga- Pirnamésa 
the pole is made of the wood of a certain tree, and Vayu is the presiding 
“Deity of all trees. And as for the word ‘Saurya,’ that would be 
“a reference to the Agniya cake of the Darga-Parnamasa, because 
% both Agni and Sũrya are the deities of Light. : 

“For these reasons we conclude that 
down accessories for the Actions menti 
% Darga-Parnaniisa.” 


; because 


the sentences serve to lay N 
oned iu connection with the 


Sire (18): "Mere ‘Touching’ and‘ Preparing’ are the distinct 
“actions laid down by the sentences; because all Actions 
“are based upon Direct Vedic Declarations.” 


{In reply to the above Purvapaksha we have the following arguments, 
which, however, embody another Theory not acceptable to us, end which ig 
réfuted in the next Sutra. Hence this is treated as a distinct P urvupaksha,| 
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PURVAPAKSHA B. 


«Jf ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ were wholly incapable of 
„having the character of the enjoined, then alone could the sentences in 
question be taken as laying down mere Accessories, As a matter of 
“ fact, however, it is those Actions themselves that are meant to be enjoined 
“ by the sentence. 

“For the present we lay aside the word ‘ Vayavya,' and proceed 
“to refute the aforesaid arguments, on the basis of the word express- 
“ing the result. 

“If the ‘ White’ and the ‘ Rice’ be taken as laid down with refer- 
“ence to previous ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing,’ then the mention of 
“ the Results (Prosperity and Brahmic glory) would be wholly meaning- 
“legs, For even if the mention of these were mere references to the 
“tall results’ following from the Darga-Pirnamdasa, then too the parti- 
“colar results of ‘Prosperity’ and‘ Brahmic glory’ would be only 
“two among the many alternative results; and as such the mention 
“ of these as if they were the only results would not be quite compatible. 
“Tf again, these Results be taken as mentioned by way of qualifica- 
“tions, then there would be a syntactical split, If then the sentences 
“be taken as laying down the relationship between the Accessory and the 
“Result, then, inasmuch as the original ‘Touching,’ etc., of the 
“ Darga-Pirnamisa would not be capable of serving as the substrate 
“of this relationship, the sentence itself would also have to lay down 
“the connection of the necessary substrate; and this would entail a 
“ syntactical split. 

“Whereas there is no objection to the view that the sentence 
“lays down the Touching as qualified by ‘ white’ ; it is with a view to 
“this that the Sūtra says—because actions are based upon Direct Vedic 
“ Declarations. That is to say, in the case in question, it is the Action that, 
u being the object of Injunction, ig based upon the authority of that 
“Declaration; and hence the Injunction of the mere Property of 
“ white’? would not have the anthority of the Veda. 

“Or, the Sutra may be taken as follows: The action meant to 
he 1 dai A just what is distinctly mentioned, and not as accompanied 
5 E 1 75 tee’; because the only busis for Actions is Direct Declaration ; 
1 to say, the element of ‘ Sacrifice’ not being mentioned in the text, 
g it could not well be accepted as enjoined by it. Nor is that 
. element So very necessary that without it nothing can be accomplished ; 
ä RS It 18 quita possible for the ‘Touching’ and the ‘ Preparing’ to bring 
about the Results, and thus serve as the Principal Actions. Specially ag 

there is no ground for believing that the Action that has once been known 
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«as subsidiary to another, can never appear as a Principal Action, 
„even when it is actually spoken of as such ; because the Principal or 
“subsidiary character of an Action depends upon the Veda; and 
“there is nothing inherent in the Actions themselves that would mark 
„them out as the one or the other. 

„As for the word ‘ Vayavyam’ (which might be urged as pointing 
to the fact of the white object’ being offered to the Deity Vayu, which 
„offering would constitute a sacrifice),it could be explained away, as being 
“a mere reference, on the ground that all substances are capable of 
“being, in some way OF other, related to certain deities (even without 
“their being actually offered to them). Or, the sentence might be 
“taken to mean that—‘ when one has set aside a certain object for 
“the sake of Vays if we happen to touch it, it would bring prosperity 
“to us.“ And as the sentence embodies & qualified Injunction, 
«there would not be any very great trouble in taking the sentences 
«thus, Ox, te sentences might mean that the desirable results are ob- 
“taired as soon as the white object is touched for the sake of Vayu, 
„ or when the boiled rice is prepared for the sake of the Sun. And cer- 
“ tainly it is not in & sacrifice alone that anything can be done for 
«tho sake of sertain Deities. Because there is no incompatibility 
„in something being done for the sake of a certain Deity, whenever 
« that happens to be enjoined for being done as such (even if it be not a 
« sacrifice). Therefore all that the sentence in question means, in 
«accordance with the expressed Injunction, is that ‘ something 
« white should be touched for the sake of Vayu.’ pe 

„% Having shown that there is a syntactical split, if the sentence 
„ be taken as laying down an Accessory, and then, the connection of 
«the Result,—the Bhashya now grants, for the sake of argument, the 
« yejection or neglect of the word expressing the result; and then 
“it proceeds to show anomalies in the above Purvupaksha : Atha va 
“ yo'satt vidhayakah gabdak, etc. The sease of this is that, though it will 
«pe said later on that the sentences that do not appear in connection 
«with any particular Action serve the purpose of mentioning some- 
« thing for the original Action of the Context,—yet, this declaration is not 
“one that has an absolute verbal authority; as it is only based upon 
«the fact of these factors mentioned in the sentences being otherwise in- 
„capable of serving any useful purpose, apart from the original action. Iu 
the case in question, however, we find that the existence of ‘ Touching’ 
„ and Preparing elsewhere (i. e., apart from the original action) is not 
„ holly impossible, —because, they are met with even in ordinary worldly 
Then if the ‘ Touching’ were meant to be specified in the 


“ experience. 
tion with the sole purpose of precluding the ‘ touching’ 


„sentence in ques 


107 
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“of the ordinary world,—then, there being no other specifying word, the 
“ specification would have to be done by the Injunctive affix itself: and 


* which has been laid down as something to be done’: and the potency of the 
“ Injunctive having been wholly spent up in this, any further injunction 
“of the Accessory would be absolutely impossible. Nor can the 
“single injunctive word @labhéta’ serve the twofold purpose of indicat- 
“ing the former ‘ Touching’, and laying down the accessory ‘ white.’ 
“If again the word ‘@labhéta’ be taken as referring only to the Root- 
“ meaning (the Louching previously mentioned), then as the mere ‘ Touch- 
ing would exist in the ordinary world also, the accessory would come 


“of the accessory for the ordinary Touching would not bring about any 
“results, the word would become ‘meaningless. But this mere meaning- 
“lessness, without the action of any Context, etc., cannot lead us to accept 
“only the Verdic ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ as to be meant by the 


“And hence, there being no ground for connecting the sentences with 
“any original Action mentioned before, they must be taken as laying 
“down a distinct Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing.’ ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Stra (14): But the ‘sacrifice’ is laid down; because of the 
mention of the enjoyer of the Substance and the Result, which 
are related to some sort of an Action. 


Just as the presence of the word speaking of the Result has been 
urged as setting aside the former Pirvapaksha that the sentences lays 
down an Accessory,—so, in the same manner the latter Parvapaksha also, 
which holds mere Tonching’ to be the object enjoined, can be refuted 
by means of the words expressing the Deities (‘Vayaryam’ and 
‘ Sauryam’). 


upon each of the words contained in the Sentence, it must be taken, in the 
case ia question, as pertaining to the relat 


j $ à 8 * sacrifice,’ 
it naturally implies such an Action ; specially as no other action is 


capable of bringing about that relationship. For if wo were to tonch 
the subtsance, without offering it to the Deity Vayn, it would not be 
v. Nor can the sentence be taken to mean that we should 
touch only that particular substance which is ordinarily known as 
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‘oayarya ’ (dedicated to Vayu) ; because such dedication toa Deity can be 
brought about only by performance. Hence the sentence could not but 
be taken as meaning that‘ the white substance should be offered 
to Vayu’; and from this we conclude that the sentence is the Injunction 
ofa ‘sacrifice’ (in the shape of offering). Because the ‘Injunction of 
Sacrifice’ will be defined later on as ‘ yajaticodana dravyadévatakriyam 
sumudayé kriyarthatvat’ (IV—ii—27). 

And thus the touching’ and preparing mentioned in the sentences 
in question would be mere references to the same Actions mentioned in 
the original Injunction (in connection with the Daręa-Purnamũsa). 

Though the Pürvapakshi has brought forward the objection of the 
highly complicated character of the theory of the sentence being 
a qualified Injunction,—yet as it must have been carelessly brought 
forward, and that too against an assumed adversary, we take no 
notice of it here (because we do not hold to that theory; what we 


hold is that the Injunction is of the Sucrifice only, there being mere 
references to Touching and Preparing). 


Sūtra (15): Also because we find texts indicating the same 
conclusion, 


We have the text Saumaraudran carun nirvapet. 
yajēta’ ; and in this as soon as the word ‘ saumdrandram’ 
of the connection of the Caru with the Deities Som 


has been uttered, though there is no word expressing ‘ 
inasmuch as the 


+ 6 6 paricrité 
(which speaks 
a and Rudra) 
sacrifice,’—yet, 
sentence pariprits yaj eta, which lays down the 
proper cooking of the rice, refers to a previous Sacrifice by the word ‘ yajéta; 
—we always recognize the sentence as laying down a certain action con- 
nected with ‘sacrifice’ In fact, in the case of the sentence 
l shomiyam pagumalabheta,’ it is only by the above reason that the 

presence of ‘sacrifice is admitted. 
1 5 5 We considered the question as to Whether 
while what we have consid Pin mere relerence to a . Arun . 
ered in the present Adhikarana is the question 


having been established,—what sort of 


ouching or Sacrésfice) is enjoined by it. And as 
€88 repetition, 


agni- 


as to,—the Injunctive character 
an Action (either mere T 
such there is no mere usel 


— — 
—— — — ——ů— —. 


TS ate ets 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Touching of the Calf, etc., is a mere purificatory rite,] 


Sutra (16): In a doubtfal case, the correct conclusion is arrived 
at by a perception of similarity. 

Some people declare that—‘whatever is mentioned in glosses 
and commentaries is present in the Sura; as it is the Sutra that is 
the source of all meanings ; everything is contained in the Sutra.“ 

And against these people the following is urged: A reason never 
establishes its conclusion until the form of this effect has been duly 
shown. And, as a matter of fact, we find the Sutra mentiouing only 
the reason, prayadarganat.’ Nor is the meaning of the Satra or 
the Context, etc., capable of showing what special instance is meant 
to be dealt with, or what the question and conclusion are? Thus then the 
Sutra being altogether unintelligible, it devolves upon the commentators 
to try and remove this deficiency of the Sara. Specially as the supplying 
of words, from outside, into the Sutra, bas been prohibited, only with 
reference to such Süiras as are quite explicable without it; and all that 
is meant by that prohibition is that, inasmuch as the sole motive of the 
author of the Sūtra is to train the intellect of the pupil, only that 
much of extraneous matter should be assumed, without which the 
Sūtra would be inexplicable, and all sorts of matter are not to be saddled 


n to it. 
j And hence inasmuch as the subject, etc., of the Adhikarana have not 
been mentioned in the Sätra, the author of the Vrtti shows what 
they are. This is how people explain the Bhdshya, when it proceeds 
to draw upon the gloss of Upavarsha. 

In connection with the present Sutra, Upavarsha has cited the 
sentence ‘ yatsamalabhéta,’ found in the Agnthotra section, in connection 
with the milking of the cow. And he has shown that, with regard to this 
sentence also, we have a threefold doubt: (1) Does the sentence 
Jay down the calf with the reference to the ‘Touching’ originally 
mentioned in the Context? (2) Or, does it lay down mere Touching ' ? 


(3) Or does it lay down a ‘Sacrifice’ ? 
As to the first alternative, it has been left out, because, there being 


no specification in the sentence, there is nothing in it to point to the 
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‘Touching’ previously mentioned in the Context ;—as shown in the 
foregoing Adhikurana. 

And inasmuch as the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarans 
points to the fact of the sentence under consideration here also being the 
Injunction of a Sacrifice, the Bhashya proceeds to explain the present 
Adhikarana as an exception to the foregoing one, 

Though, as a matter of fact, on account of the sentence dealt with here 
being a counter-instance of the foregoing Siddhanta argument based upon 
the connection of the Enjoyer, the Pirvapaksha of the present Adhtkurang 
has almost wholly been represented (in the shape of the Siddhania 
of the foregoing Adhikarana); yet the Bhashya proceeds to present it 
afresh ; because of the peculiar character of the intellect of certain persons; 
as there are some people, so imbued with the idea of the Logician, 
that they think of interpreting the Veda also by means of Inferences 
from similarity; and these persons would never grasp the fact of the 
Parvapaksha having been refuted, unless it has been duly set forth 
previously. 

Some people accept the word alabhéta’ 
t sacrifice, on the strength of the foregoing Adhikaruna ; while others 
take it as merely implying the ‘sacrifice’; and it is both these views 
that they bring forward in connection with the sentence in question 
also. And we have in connection with this a twofold 


as synonymous with 


PURVAPAKSHA:— 


namely: (1) The sentence in question lays down a distinct 8 


“ (2) it lays down the calf in connection with the sacrifi 


acrifice,— 
ce that has been 
“laid down previously.” 


THE SIDDHANTA 
view is that in the case of 
Adhikarana, 


ground of t 


the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
> 


‘ sacrifice, on the sole 
een the substance and the Deity therein 
yavyam ). not, either on the strength 
of a newly-discovered expressive ee “of the word ‘ alabheta,* 
or on that of a fallacious Inference (of the implication of ‘ sacrifice’ 
l i In the case in question, however, as we have 
no word expressive of the said n b (of Deity and Substance), 
we must take the word Glabhatu’ in its simple direct signification. 
Thus would the Similarity of the present touching with the purificatory 
Secondary actions of cou-milking and the like be explained; as the 

Touching also would be n mere secondary rite : and this! loneniig er the 
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calf at the particular time of milking the cow, would serve » visible 
purpose of making the cow yield more milk. 


Stra (17): Also because of the possibilit i 
with the particular Arthavāda. p y of the connection 


Close upon the sentence in question we have the sentence vatsa- 
nikāntā hi pagavak’ ( Animals love their young ones dearly ’) ; and this 
could be taken as an Arthavdda showing à reason for the previous 
Injunction, only when the preceding sentence ‘vatsamālabhēta’ is 
taken as enjoining the ‘ touching’ by way of fondling it for the purpose 
of making the cow yield more milk [the two sentences together meaning 
that ‘one should touch (fondle) the calf, witha view to the cow yielding 
more milk, because, animals love their young dearly ']. 

If, on the other hand, the word alabheta meant touching for the 
purpose of killing’ (by way of offering to a Deity), the mention 
of the fact of the young being dearly loved by animals would be 
wholly irrelevant ; for in that case the purport of the two sentences would 
be this: Because the calf is loved by its mother, therefure it should 
pe touched for being killed Dertainly not a very relevant proposi- 
tion! In ithe other case (i. e., when dlabketa means touching by way 
of fondling) it would be quite natural to expect that, inasmuch as 
the cow is fond of the calf, if we fondle the calf, or the calf fondles 
us, the cow would be moved to yield more milk, the flow of which would 


pe accelerated by the sight of her calf being fondled. 
Thus also, it must be admitted that the sentence in question 


Jays down mere ‘Touching’ as a secondary action calculated to serve 


a usoful purpose. 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


[The Nairāra Caru i3 for the purposes of Adhana.} 
Sutra (18): As connected with 
it must be taken as being fo 


ly as such is the direct 
text. 


the word mentioning an Action, 
r the sake of that Action - 


> SPecial- 
Signification of the words of the 


The Adhikarana before last having dealt with the significa 
words 'Glubhéfa’ and ‘ nirvapét’ as contained in the sentenc 
lubhéta’ and ‘ sauryaficarunnirva pet,’ 
the counter-instance of the first part ana ; and the Present 
Adhikarana proceeds to deal With the counter-instance o 
portion dealing with the Preparing in connection 
rice. Nor is the case of 


this exactly similar to that 
the foregoing Adkikarana; as in this we have a fu 


in the shape of the mention of a Deity (Brhaspati). 

[In connection with · Agni,’ we meet with the sentence 
carumupadadhats’ ; 
rice is laid dow 


tions of the 
as ‘ fletam@- 


purpose of being kept aside. ] 


And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The character of a subsidiary 


“such substances as boiled y 


to Sacrifices is inherent in all 
“it is necessary to 


ice, cake and the like ; and hence in all cases, 


81ve up one’s Ownerahip of these substances (in fayour 


Conseqnently, what the word 
adadhat; m 


the boiled rice could have been utilised ; 
“and the foremost of all, that wh; 


Į resents it g m St e I le 
ca ‘self as being 0 Ar IRD 


and hence we at 


H Sacrifice 


e led to accept the fact of the Curu 
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“being of use at the sacrifice. Subsequently too, we meet with the 
“ sentence ‘ BDrhaspateretadannam yannivira, etc.“, which distinctly men- 
“tions Brhaspati as the Deity of the Rice; and under the circumstances, if 
“ the connection between the Rice and that Deity were not duly established 
“by means of a sacrifice, the mention of the Deity would be absolutely 
„ meaningless. Therefore we must take the sentences in question to mean 
“ that—‘ after having performed the sacrifice of the Barhaspatyacaru, 
“ which forms a part of the Agnéya sacrifice, we should desist, for a 
“time, from proceeding with the other sacrifices connected with the 
“ Agnéya, and keep aside the Rice (that has been offered to Brhaspati).’” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: There is nothing 
inherent in the Rice that would always make it employed at sacrifices ; in 
fact the use to which such things are to be put is ascertained by means 
of the authoritative directions that may be found with regard to them. 
As soon as the appearance of the Rice has been mentioned, we 
naturally seek for the use to which it could be put; and we are met by 
the sentence yadénam carum upadadhati,’ which directly lays down the 
fact of the Rice helping towards the preparation of the altar for the 
reception of the Fire to be used atthe sacrifice. And the Rice thus 
having its use clearly defined, it could not have any connection 
with another Action, even if such an action were directly mentioned ; and 
hence it is all the more impossible for it to have anything to do with 
an Action that is not even mentioned (but only indirectly implied). 
Nor can the keeping spoken of be said to have the character of the 
Pratipatti; because we do not know of any use to which it could 
be put prior to the keeping. 
regan te an dependent wre, ee Which ie performed wi 

we » the Rice has a certain predomin- 

ance over the keeping; and hence ag unless the Rice i etna patke 
said keeping, it cannot help in the e ajd a is poil ed by th 
nothing incompatible in the no SE ih he altar, —there is 
‘t Carum’). e Accusative ending (in 
Then again, inasmuch a 
mention of the connection of 
(2) the Dative ending, 


mantras, 


prese 


s there are only three ways of the direct 
a Deity [viz., 


(1) the Nominal Deific affix 
(3) th icati 5 : 
rás] the ebtitiestion f yin Indicative words contained in the 
mentioned in the Arthavada could, at best, be only an implied i 
one; as that Arthavada is devoid of all tis: Chee, exams (or inferred) 
mentioning the Deity. 8 of directly 


NAIVARA CHARU IS FOR ADHANA, 857 


That is to say, the Deity Brhaspati, being mentioned in conner- 
tion with the Nivara (in the Artkavāda passage), could be connected with 
the Rice, only by a highly complicated process. For instance, (1) first of 
all, Brhaspati, though mentioned in the supplementary Arthavida, 
would have to be taken as the Deity in reference to the Injunction, which, 
however, does not stand in need of any such connection of Deity ;— 
then (2), the deific character of Brhaspati would have to be 1 
even in the absence of any of the three indicators of Deity—the Nominal 
Affix and the rest ;—and (3) lastly, there would be the necessity of having 
to assume the fact of the ‘sacrifice’ being implied by the 5 
‘ natedragcarurbhavati.’ 

For these reasons, it is far more reasonable to take the Caru (Rice) 
as serving the purpose of being kept aside. 

Some people bring forward the supplementary sentence Barhaspatyo 
bhavati,’ as containing the word Barhasprtyak,’ which is co-extensive with 
‘ caruh,’ and which serves to point ont, by means of the nominal affix, the 
Deity connected with the Cary (Rice). But for these people also, it 
would be necessary to take the Injunction, in the very first e 


inting to the fact of the 0 . 
as pointing aru being for th ) 
kept ; and then as there would be no defici = © purpose of being 


ency felt i j i N 
want of a Deity, it would not be possible for the sees eae ee 
Deity. Consequently, the present tense in the sentence Barhaspatyo 
bhavati’ would indicate that the character of being related to Brhaspat: 
that is attributed to the Caru (in the sentence ‘ Brhaspaterva 1 
nam yannivdrah pA by way of eulogising it, is the same that we perceive 
as belonging to it, at the present time; and thus the meaning of the 
sentence Brhaspaterva, etc. comes to be the same as that of the sentence 
« Barhaspatyo bhavati’ (though this latter occurs in the Tatttiriya Text 
while the former in the Madhyandiniya). 

For these reasons we conclade that the sentenc 
down, not a sacrifice, but that alone which 
keeping aside of the Caru. 


i e in question lays 
it distinctly mentions—viz., the 
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ADHIKARANA (8), 
(The Tvashtvra Patnivata is subservient to the Paryagnikarana.] 


Sutra (19): Inasmuch as the Patnivata is recognised as the 
previous one, the sentence in question must be taken as 


serving the purpose of precluding (the subsequent sub- 
sidiaries). 


In connection with what has gone before, we proceed to consider 
whether the word ‘ utsrjati’ signifies the sacrifice or not. 

The sacrifice having been laid down in the sentence, ‘ Tvdashtram 
pitnivatamalabhaté, we find another sentence— Paryaygnikrtam pātnī- 
vatamutsrjanti.” And in connection with this latter sentence, there 
is a doubt as to whether it lays down an Accessory (to the sacrifice laid 
down in the former sentence), or a distinct Action,—the doubt being due 
to the twofold construction of which the sentence is capable, And on 
this, we have the following 


POURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The sentence lays down a distinct Action; because the Injunctive 
„ potency of the sentence pertaius, as in the case of the Sentence ‘ vdya- 
“ vyam guétamalabhéta,’ to the relationship between the substance and the 
“ Deity. 

“ Aud further, inasmuch as the sentence in question does not contain 
“ any mention of T'vash{d, the action mentioned t 
“ ag the same as that mentioned in the previous sentence (in which the word 
“ Tyashtra forms an important factor); and (if the action mentioned in 
“ the two sentences be taken as the same on the ground of both sentences 
“laying down the ‘patnivata’), then, on account of the sentence in 
„question containing the mention of + Paryagnikarana also, there would 
“ be a syntactical split (if it laid down the Patnivata also), 

“That is to say, if in the sentence in question, both the words 
“ (‘ paryagnikrtam’ and ‘patnivatam’) were mentioned as mere qualifica- 
“ tions, as the two words (‘ tvāshtra’ and ‘ pūinīvatam’) are in the pre- 
“vious sentence, —then the action mentioned in the sentence in question 
“could be recognized asthe same as that mentioned in the previous 
sentence. As a mutter of fact, however, in 


herein cannot be recognised 


the case in question, 
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t: we have not even the slightest touch of such a recognition, —as we have 
“that of ‘ Makéndra’ in the Indrapraga&tha ; and hence even on account of 
“the action mentioned in the second sentence being connected with 
«a distinct Deity (Agni), it cannot but be taken as distinct from that 
„ mentioned before (which is connected with Tvashta as its Deity). 

“Jf again, the sentence be taken as laying down the giving away’ 
“ (‘utorjati’) with reference to the Pāinīvata, then, inasmuch as it is 
« algo found to mention the qualification of ‘paryagntkrtam,’there would 
“be a syntactical split; and it would be in an indirect way that the 
„giving away’ would be connected (with the pargagnikarana). And 
«further, as the ‘giving away’ of the Patnivata has already been men- 
u tioned in the previous originative Injunction, its repetition in the sentence 
“jn question would be useless (if the Actions were the same). Noris any 
useful purpose served, in the present instance, by the injunction of the 
« Paryagnikarana (in connection with the action in question); because its 
“existence in that Action is already indicated by its presence in the 
„original Primary of that Action. Nor can we accept the sentence as 
“containing an alternative injunction of the Action having Patnivata for 
“its Deity; as the position of the Deity is already occupied by Toashta 
„mentioned in the originative Injunction. : 

„Nor can the difference of the two Actions be asserted on the mere 
ground of the repetition of the Paryagnikarana, whose helpfulness in the 
8 original Action has been duly ascertained, —as in the case of the Grha- 
ee a a a 
“ be taken as denotin 5 ‘ es Nor can the wort 5 
“karana; and as = = sidiary procedure ending sath the aya ; 
ss could nöt herve io ch the mere mention of the Paryagnikr oe 
“6 Paryagnuikarana, fr aes the part of the procedure ending with x e 
“again is the Word nA he subsidiary actions that come after it. Nor 
“ sentence could not b aryagnikrtam’ expressive of time; and hence the 
at the time of th 5 e taken to mean that the giving away is to be done 
s: d P e + aryagnikarana, And there is no ground for taking the 

wor aryaguikrtam’ as indirectly indicative of the time; specially 


« when the direct signification of the word makes the sentence quite 
“compatible and explicable 


5 1 pals the subsidiaries of the sacrifice being equally laid 
“these being ea a along with it,—and the performance of none of 
“ Paryaqnikar Prohibited by any other sentence,—when the time of the 
10 iy f. ae comes, all the subsidiaries would come to be performed ; 
ieee it could not be definitely known which one of the many subsidiaries 
“is to be performed at that time; because if all of them were to Be 

performed at that time, the p oe cribed time would be transgressed ; 
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“while if attention were paid to the observance of the time (by the 
“ performance of any one of the subsidiaries), that would mean the neglect 
“of the other subsidiaries (consequently the sentence cannot be taken as 
“laying down the time of the Paryagnikarana, for the performance of the 
“ sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence). 

“The same arguments also serve to set aside the view that the 
“sentence lays down the particular state of the ‘giving away’; because 
“the previous Injunction itself has laid down that the Patnivata is to be 
“given away when in the state of the Paryagni (and so this could not be 
“enjoined over again in the sentence in question). If it be urged that 
the sentence serves to preclude the condition subsequent to the Paryagnt- 
“karana, then that would entail the three anomalies (of rejecting the 
“enjoined, accepting that which is not enjoined and so forth, which have 
“been shown to attach to all Preclusive Injunctions). 

„Thus then, we find that in the sentence in question, there is nothing 
“that could be laid down with reference to the previous sacrifice; and as 
such we conclude that it lays down a distinct Action, connected with the 
“ Deity (Agni) and the material (Patnivata),—having for its original 
“either the sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence (which has the 
“same Deity and Accessory), or the Agnishomiya sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: Inasmuch as the 
sacrifice mentioned in the sentence in question is actually recognized as 
the same as the one mentioned in the previous sentence, we cannot 
perceive any other sacrifice in it; and what the sentence in question does 
is to lay down, with regard to the same sacrifice, all the subsidiary 
procedure ending with the Paryagnikarana, 

The word Patnivata’ in the sentence in question can very well 
denote the previous sacrifice, even though it is accompanied by two quali- 
fications,—just like the word agni’ in connection with the Manotā sacri- 
fice. And the words ‘ peryagnikrtamutsrjati’ also are cognised, on account 
of the Context, as laying down an accessory for that same sacrifice. 

Objection: But we have shown above that none of the various 


“ways of the injunction of accessory is possible in the sentence in 
question.“ 


Procedure ending with 
Though the word 


1 ‘Paryagnikrtam’ itself does not, like the word 
‘idauta’, directly expres 


8 that which ends in that (Paryagnikarana), yet it 
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is quite capable of implying it; especially as one cannot be spoken of as 
having finished the Paryagnikarana, until all that precedes it has also been 
done. Consequently the mention of the ‘Paryagnik > al | 
implies all that precedes it. ma a 
And then, the sentence laying down the performance of the Tvastra 
is found to stand in need of the mention of the method of procedure to 
be employed in regard to it; and inasmuch as it would have no r 
for going beyond the group of subsidiaries ending with the Pere’ 
karana (the capability of whose usefulness has been perceived), —it 935 
not stand in need of all subsidiaries of the original e And 
thus, it having been duly ascertained that, the subsidiaries oneta with 
the Tvashtra sacrifice ending with the Paryagnikarana,—and the mere form 
of this sacrifice having been mentioned in the previous sentence,—what 
the sentence does is simply to preclude (or separate) the presence of tho 
subsidiaries subsequent to the Paryagnikarana, from the Tvashtra sacrifice. 
And hence it is this separation (or preclusion) that is spoken of in the 
Sutra as the effect of the sentence; hence the Sutra pur ratvũduvac- 
chedah’. 

In this way Y°, would be saved from all the trouble of inferring a 
distinct sacrifice, & distinot Apūrva, ete., etc, 
Nor is it that the ‘ giving away’ has been made connected with the 


that gi j 


there is no 4 2 N 
t is the ‘givin > 4 
in one WAY l g away’ itself that has been spoken of as the 


ink of Injunction. 

objec : accordance with your theory, on the other hand, the Root (in 
jati”) would come to denote something wholly distinct fom itself, just 
as in the case of the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat’ (az you 
‘would have to take ‘utsrjati’ as laying down something different from 
‘ giving away’, its rightful denotation). And for this reason also, we 
should accept the action mentioned in the sentence in question to be the 
same as that mentioned iu the previous sentence. 

Then again, neh as the Context also favours the view taken of 
the subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana, no significance can be 
attached to tbe mention of the ‘ Patnivata’; as this last word serves as a 
ra reference to (description of) what already exists ; and this explana- 

ion meets the objection urged above, as to our theory necessitating the 
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acceptance of the mention of only a portion of the reference to a qualified 
object. 


For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question serves to 
lay down an Accessory with reference to an Action previously mentioned. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 


[Adabhya, etc., are the names of Grahas.] 


Sutra 20: When the name appears by itself without any mention 
of the sacrificial material, it would be subservient to the 
Action. 


[In no particular connection we find the sentences, ésha vat havisha 
haviryajaté yo’ dabhyam grhitva somiiya yajatẽ, and purã va etasyayuh 
prana éti yongum grxnãti'.] l 

And with regard to the holding of the Adabhya and the Ançu, there 
is a threefold doubt, just as in the case of the @lambha (Touching). And 


just as in that case, so here also, after having set aside the two other 
alternative theories, we have the following 


PURVAPAK SHA. 


„ The sentences in question enjoin tco sacrifices. The arguments in 
“ support of this view are as follows: It has been shown above (under 
us Namadhéya’) that the name of a sacrifice serves to distinguish it even 
“from that sacrifice which may have been originally mentioned in the 
“Context; and hence it will distinguish actions all the more easily from 
“those that are not mentioned in the same Context, with regard to which 
“there can be no idea of identity. 

“In the case in question we find that the names ‘ adābhya and 
% Anu are not known to belong to any sacrifice mentioned in the 
Context; and hence the sentence cannot be taken as laying down a mere 
“repetition of the same, Cousequently we conclude that the senteuce 
“lays down the Ekaha sacrifice which forms part of the Tyotishtoma— 
“this conclusion being pointed out by the similarity of the injunction of 
“4 holding.’ Nor is the case in question similar to that of the ‘ touching 
“of the calf’; (1) because in the first of the two sentences in question, 
“we find the direct mention of the ‘sacrifice,’ and in the second, we have 
“a specific name, which serves to distinguish the Action 80 named from 
“all other Actions ; and (2) because the presence of the injunction of 
“< holding’ in the sentences transfers, to the actions herein mentioned, 
“all the details of the Jyotishtoma ; and as such these actions become 
40 fully equipped with all the necessary factors of the Material and the 
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“ Deity, etc. (which is not found in the case of the sentence ‘vatsama- 
“ labheta’). i 

“And for these reasons, we conclude that the sentences lay down 
“ distinct sacrifices.” : 


SIDDHANTA, 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

In the case of sentences where we have only the Name and the holding 
mentioned (as in the case in question), the chances of the mention of a 
sacrifice are very much less than in the case of the sentence vatsama- 
labhéta’ ; because the former is devoid even of the mention of a Material. 


That is to say, we find that, in the sentences in question, the mention 


of the Deity is a long way off; and even the object that would form the 
objective of the mentioned ‘holding’ is not mentioned. Becanse the 
substance cannot be pointed out except by a class or by a property. 
And so long as it has not been ascertained that the actions mentioned in 
the sentences are sacrifices, there can be no idea as to 
similar to the Jyotishtoma; and as such Soma (the material offered 
at the Jyotishtoma) could not be recognized as the material to be held, 
And as for the verb ‘grhnāti, also, there is no reason to believe that it is 
always concomitant with the Jyotishtoma; because all that it expresses 
is mere holding (and this action is present in all sacrifices). 

Nor are the names in question—‘ Adabhya’ and 
of any sacrifices, whereby they could serve to distinguish these Sacrifices 
Because these words have been accepted as names, simply on the ground 
of their co-extensiveness with ‘holding’; and as for the diff, 
holding from the previous sacrifices, 
follow from this that the sentence laysd 


the sacrifices being 


* Ancu’—the names 


Material). As for the eaorsfs r; hi. (mention of the Deity aug the 


the sentence a peaking of the ain 15 mentioned by the word ‘yajéta’ jr 


erred elsewh, ore nx (in * yajeta’), which has its 

)—as shown 
. ore the sentence 
n sacrifice (laid down SA a the ‘holding’ with 


ce, 
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is established by means of the Jyotishtoma, with which it has the 


similarity of the presence of holding.“ As a matter of fact, however, 


we find that both the sentences in question occur again in connection with 
Jyotishtoma, in the Tazttiriya Rescension of the Text. 


of the sentences having no other use, would serve the purpose of pointing 
out the fact of the Angu and the Adabhya being employed in certain 
Actions. And just as in the case of the sentence“ saptada¢a sGmidhénih, 
etc., the mention of the ‘seventeen ” not occurriag in any particular 
context, it is utilized by being taken along with the Samzdheni, and its use 
is pointed out by the sentences in the same Context so also would it be 
in the case in question. 


And this repetition 


Hence we conclude that the only reasonable position to take up, in 
regard to the sentences in question, is that which is expressed in the 
Sutra I1—iii—12,—viz., that they lay down secondary preparatory rites. 
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ADIHIKARANA (10). 
{The Aynicayany is a secondary preparatory rite. J 


Sittra (21): “The word ‘Agni’ would be cognised as denoting 
“a sacrifice, because of the presence of indicative marks. 


In connection with the sentence ‘agniftcinnté’ followed hy Rat 
sentences—‘ athāto'gnimagnisktomēnānuyaujali, tamukthyéna, „ ee 
tam shodagina, etc.- we have a threefold doubt: (1) are 0 ee 5 
distinct Sacrifice $ or (2) Does it lay down mere Cupei ie Daisy 
(3) Does it lay down an accessory for all the Primary and Subs r 
sacrifices? Aud on this we have the following 


PRVAPAKSHA. 


(1) As we do not find the sentence repeated again in the Con- 
“ text, as we do in the case of the sentences dealt with in the foregoing 
“ Adhikaranu,—(2) as no useful purpose would be served by the mere 
“ purification of Agni,—we conclude, from the very fact of the presence 
“of the name, that the sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice ; and thus 
“alone could we justify the subsequent mention of the Result, in the 
sentence Rdhnoti, etc.“ Nor can the result herein mentioned be said to 
„follow from an Accessory; because no substrate of any such Accessory 
* is mentioned in the Context. l . l 
-= And then, we perceive that snch. distinctive marks as the Upasud, 
„etc., which are the invariable accompaniments of the Soma sacrifice, 
ware connected with the Action mentioned in the sentence in question. 
“So also, in the sentences * athato'gnimagnishtomendnnya jut 1, ete, 
we find that * Agni’ is the namo of a sacrifice to be performed ; because 
“ the sentence ‘ agnim yajati’ is precisely similar to the sentence ‘ samidho 
“ yajati, wherein it has been shown, under Sūtra I—iv—4, that tho 
“word ‘sumidhah’ is the na 


‘ i me of a sacrifice; and hence we come to take 
“the sentence in question as laying dow 


n a sacrifice qualiticd by the name 
„ Agni? And this t Agni *-8Acrifice : : 


co i 
“sanstha’s of the Agnishtoma, which mes to be qualified by the 


a ny eg 
“Then as for the words ‘ dviratra, ete 5 5 
“out the alternatives of 


time, „they could be taken as pointing 
“Or, (when the sen 


“ sacrifice), inasmuch as 
“of the saustha’s, the me 


a mere injunction 
ntion of the word “yajuti? conld be taken asa 
y e . ‘ i 

“mere reference to a certain Previous sacrifice. 
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e celnutg, in the originative Injunction (z.e., the sentence in question), 
“ signify a sacrifice,—then, on account of the coextensiveness of t Ent with 
e sacrifice’ appearing subsequently (in the subsequent sentences), it is 
“ concluded that in the very first sentence, the ‘ Agni’ is the name of a 
“ sacrifice. 

„Then, as for the particle ‘anu’ (in ‘anuyajati’), it only serves to 
“ refer to the fact of the Agni sacrifice being performed after the Jyotish- 
“ toma, which fact is also mentioned in the sentence ‘ &éna (Jyotishtoména) 
“anishiva, nainyéna yazéta.’ [ Until one has performed the Agnishtuma, 
“he should not perform any other sacrifice. ] 

Or the sentence ‘ agnimugnishfoména, etc., expressly mentioning the 
“ fact of the Agni being subsequently performed with the help of the Sansthia’s 
“of the Agnishtoma,—such subsequent performance would be possible only 
“if ‘ Agni’ were a sacrifice. In all cases we find that the order of sequence 
“or precedence is laid down only among objects that are similar in form 
“and action; for instance, in the sentence ‘ he follows after Devadatta,’ 
“such following could be possible only when Devadatta also would be 
„moving; so in the case in question the performance of the Agni subse- 
„quent to the Agnisktoma would be possible only when the Agni would be 
“similar in character to the Agnishfoma (and as such the Agni could not 
“but be a sacrifice, like the Agnishtoma). 

„Hence we conclude that the sentence in question lays down a 
“sacrifice which has for its procedure all that is mentioned in the subse- 
“quent ‘ anuyajati.’ 

“In accordance with the last of the above explanations, the Agnz 
“sacrifice, performed after the A qgnuishtoma, would become its subsidiary ; 
“and hence the mention of its Result (in the sentence Rdhnoti, ete.) 
„would be a mere Arthavida (in accordance with the Sūtra IV—iii—1 ). 
„While according to the former interpretation, the Agni being an inde- 
“ pendent sacrifice by itself, the sentence Ndhnoti, etc.’ would serve 
“the purpose of laying down the result following from that Sacrifice, 
“in accordance with the Sutra IV—iii~18; and as such the Agni 
sacrifice would come to be one performed for the sake of the accom- 
“ plishment of a desirable end. Herein alone lies the difference between 
the two explanations given above.“ 


SIDDHANTA, . 
Sätra (22): The Material would be mentioned (by the word), 
because the Injunction is for that purpose. i l 


l Inasmuch as the {word ‘Agni’ is one that has its signification 
Universally known, unless this signification is found to give rise to 
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certain anomalies, like syntactical split, rei Aiea reject the sense 
8 ’ me of a sacrifice. 
1 os 411 — 8 is not known to have any literal 
M- like the wands ‘Udbhid’ and the rest; nor is 3 beomp H 
by any of the three conditions oE “Nümadhëya: 1 1 
‘Latprakhya’? and Sg as oa = toi j ; 
i i a 8 X 

.. Pst EE De IOS condition 
laid down in Sūtra Eyed But it would have been so if = rib N 
were actually enjoined in the sentence, as a part of 3 << > 4 
As a matter of fact, it is as already forming part of the pa 
that it is mentioned in the sentence, as something to be 32 * . 
by ‘ Cayana’ (collection). And it has never been spoken of as to pe 
puritied (in any other sentence save the one in question) ; and hence A 
condition laid down in Sūtra I—iv—4 does not apply to the present 
case. 


Therefore Agni, spoken of in the sentence, is a substance (and not a 
sacrifice). 


Question: What substance is Agni? The sense of the question is that, 
“inasmuch as there can be no coextensivenc 


“ Cuyanu, the Siddhanta interpretation of th 
compatible.“ i 8 7 

The reply is— That substance is what is known as Fire. The sense 
of the, reply lagthat ign = Douoeeet aken pee gde e s 
so here also, there is no incongruity in the two ( Chayana’ and Agni ”) 
being related, without coextensiveness, as the pu 


rification and something 
to be purified respectively. 


ss between Agni and. 
e word is not quite 


Thus then, the word t Agni’ 
well-known signification, and the w 
fice” and being devoid of any men 


: . »—the 
sense of the Injunction comes to be that ‘one should prepare the Fire 
by means of Cayana.’ 

In this manner, the Accusative ending in 
Justified. While if the word ‘ Agni’ were the nam 
be as difficult to justi 


fy the Accusative endi 
as it is in ‘agnihotram ae 


being found to ha 
ord ‘ cinutë, 


* Agnim also becomes 
e ofa sacrifice, it would 


ing g in the present case, 
7 , m oe 2 
i Objection: “ How then do you explain the w 
(in the subsequent sentence) ? 


ords ‘ anu’ and fate 


Reply: The word ‘ yayati’ would signifiy the E 


; j E shi kāhāhī , 

the Jyotishtoma) ; while the word ‘anu’ would —.— ta o Satras taf 

are to be performed after the Cayana of the Fire, e SD abea 
That is to say; if the word « Ayni? Were coextensive with 
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‘agnishtoména,’ then it would be very difficult to connect it properly (with 
the rest of the sentence). So also if the Accusative ending in Agnim ’ 
signified the objective. Asa matter of fact however the word t Agni’ is 


not co-extensive with ‘ agzishtomeng’ ; and as for the Accusative ending 


in it, it is due to the presence of the karmapravacaniya ‘anu’ (vide Panini 
I—iv—90, and II—iii—8). 


And the meaning of the subsequent sentence 
comes to be that ‘one should perform the Agnishtoma, etc., after the 
Oayana of Fire.’ 

Though the word ‘Fire’ denotes Fire in general, yet, in the 
present sentence (‘ agnimagnishtomena, ete.’), on account of the peculiar 
context, it denotes the particuliar Fire that has been purified or 
prepared by the Cayana method. Hence it is that the sentence means that 
the ‘sacrifice should be performed after the snid preparation of fire.’ 

Thus then, all the sentences agnimagnishtoména, etc. —serve the 
purpose of making the Fire a subsidiary to Sacrifices. 

Question: “ When the Fires have already been mentioned by the 


“ original Injunction, as subsidiaries to the original sacrifice of the Jyotish- 
“toma, why should they have been mentioned over again in the sub- 


“sequent sentences, in connection with the modifications of the same 
„original sacrifice ? 

This we shall explain later on, under Sätra X. —vii— 27. 

Nor is it necessary that precedence and sequence (as signified by 
the word ‘anu’) should always be between objects of the same class ; 
because we actually find such sequence between heterogeneous objects also ; 
as for instance, we do not find any incongruity in the sentence ‘eats after 
the cooking.’ It has been urged above that in the sentence ‘ Devadatta 
follows Yajfiadatta’ we find a sameness of action. But in that case it is 
all right; as the other noun is simply mentioned in the Nominative, 
without aay other action being mentioned in connection with it (and as 
such it is only right that the only action mentioned should be attributed 
to it as well). In the case in question (in the sentence agnimagnishtom- 
ena, elo. ), 2 the other hand, we have a distinct action mentioned, in the 
shape of the ‘Cayana,’ by the word ‘ agnim’; and as such the present case 


is not similar to that of the sentence Devadatta follows Yajiiadatta.’ 


Sätra (23): On account of the fact of the connection of Agni 


with all sacrifices, a sacrifice might be named. ‘Agni,’ but 


that name would onl down the details of the 
sacrifice. y Serve to lay do 


In the case 


ited 
by th of such sentences as ‘agnéh castram (that have been cite 


e Pitrvanaksha as showing that Agm’ is the name of a sacrifice ),— 
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we hare to take recourse to indirect indication, as there is no other way in 
which the sentence could be explained. In this sentence the word ‘ Agni’ 
indicates the place or altar connected with Fire, and this place indicates the 
sacrifice performed at thut altar (and thus it is by a very indirect process 
that the word ‘Agni’ can indicate the sacrifice). But the fact of such 
indirect indication being accepted in one place does not make it necessarily 
acceptable in all other cases. Hence in the case in question, where the 
indirect indication can be very well avoided, it is only right that we 
should accept the word ‘ Agni’ as signifying the substance (Fire). 

In connection with the present Adhikarara, the author of another 
Bhashya has also treated of the questions of Agni—(1) having a result or 
being fruitless, (2) being an independent action or subsidiary to another 
sacrifice, (3) being eternal or transient, (4) being a modification or not of 
the Uttaravedika. But all these questions have already been dealt with 
in other Adhikaranas, in connection with other similar sentences, and 
hence we have not taken them up for consideration here. Andthe Author 
referred to also has introduced them here only by way of showing off the 
excellence of his memory. 

For these reasons we conclude that the mention of such accessories as 
eae and the like cannot serve to distinguish one action from the 


— — — 


— — 


ADHIKARANA (11). 
[The Monthly Agnihotra is a distinct Sacrifice. } 


Sūtra (24): When there is a difference of Context, there is 
difference in the Bhavana. 


We have finished the consideration of the question of the Differentia- 
tion of actions by means of Accessories,—and we have also dealt with all 
side-issues of such questions,—as to what sort of Accessory is that men- 
tioned in the subsequent sentence, which, not being applicable to the 
action mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the 
subsequent action different from it; and which sort is that which is appli- 
cable to the previous action, and as such does not make any difference in 
the Action. And the five means of differentiation having been dealt with, 
we now proceed to consider the differentiation of actions by Context. 

[In connection with the Kundapiyinamayana, we find the sentence 
*masamagnihotram juhoti, masam darcapitrnamasabhyam yajatē’; and on 
this there arises a doubt a3 to whether these sentences lay down the 
month as the time for the previously mentioned Agnihotra and the Darga- 
Pirnamasa, or they lay down actions totally different from these. ] 

And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


„Such words as Agnihotra,’ and the like, having already on one occa- 
“sion denoted a certain action, the mere fact of the word occurring after a 
long interval does not make any difference in the Action itself. That 
“ is to say, just as whether the word ‘Agnihotra’ is uttered in Valabhé or in 
“ Pataliputra, it does not siguify two different things; so no matter whe- 
“ther the word occur in one context or in another, its denotation can- 
“not be different. For certainly the difference in the context does not 
“bring about a fresh denotative potency in the word. And hence the 
“ verbs ‘ yajate’, quhoti, ete., also as qualified by these words (‘Agnihotra’, 
Leto.) do not signify anything different; specially as the absence of 
“another meaning does not make anything meaningless or irrelevant. 
For. in the case in question, the mention of the ‘month’ is not incom- 
“patible with the ordinary Agnihotra; because the monthly Agnthotra 
5 could very well be taken as an alternative to the Lifelong Daily Aynthotra. 
ies mayan im he Belg daily vat bes i for e 

‘fra which forms a uccessary duty; while there are othe 
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„performances of the same Agnihotra with a view to the obtaining of cer- 
“ tain desirable results; and it is for these that the sentence lays down 
“the ‘month’ as the time.) And it is only desirable that the syntax (of 
“the sentence in question) should set aside that which is pointed out by 
„the Context.” 
„Or, the sentence may be taken as laying down the performability 
“of the Agnihotra, for a month only, even when the sacrificer has been 
“ initiated (for the Satra of the Kundapayindmayana) (though during the 
“period of initiation for one sacrifice, the performance of all other sacri- 
“ fices is to be suspended) ; and hence the purport of the sentence would be 
“that, even in the midst of the Kundapayin@mayana, the Agnihotra 
“should be performed for a month. 
“Or again, the sentence might be taken as referring to the same 
“ Agnihotra, etc., with a view to enjoin them, as, together with the Soma- 
“ sacrifices mentioned in connection with the Kundapayinimayana, bringing 
“about a certain result. Nor does this com panionship of other sacrifices 
“make any difference in the Agnihotra itself; because though Devadatta 
“may be used to taking his food alone by himself, yet, if, by chance, he 
happens to take it along with a number of people, his identity does not 
“suffer by that circumstance. And that, for the bringing about of different 
“results, it is not necessary for the Action to be different, we have 
“already shown under the Avéshtyadhikarana (II—iii—3). Nor is there 
“any such hard and fast rule that only the subsidiaries of a sacrifice can 
“ be performed along with it; for there is nothing incongruous in even a 
“ Primary sacrifice being mentioned by its name, as to be performed along. 
with another sacrifice, when there is found to be a certain deficiency in 
“the instrumental potency of this latter (and hence, even though the 
4 8 is not subsidiary to the Kundapayinamayana, yet there would 
e ee p poongeaons in its being performed along with the latter). 
1 zn tome —— we conclude that the Agnihotra, etc., mentioned 
™ question are the same as those mentioned before.” 


STIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following roply 


In the sentence in i 
laid down as to be N po 2 8 
te Upasads ; whereas we do not find 


an y such Upasads precedi 1e on nal J. he t WO 
: in tl igi ni 
: gi Ag * otra 3 and as such t 


That is to say, if the sent 


ence in 
month, then we could hay 


e thonght that 
reference to the original Aynihotra, 


question had sim 
the time had he 
AS a Matter of f 


ply laid down the 
en laid down with 
act, however, such 
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is not the case; as the sentence distinctly mentions the action as fo be 
performed after the Upasads; and as such the sequence to the Upas ids must 
be taken as qualifying the time for the performance of this sacrifice. In 
connection with the original Agnihotra, however, we do not find any 
mention of these Upasads, either as foreign to it, or as forming an integral 
part of it. If, again, the sentence were taken as laying down—(1) the 
Upasads, (2) the sequence to the Upasads, and (3) the Month,—then, there 
being various objects of Injunction, there would be a syntactical split. 
This also meets all the other declarations of the Pérvapaksha—that 
{he sentence lays down the performability, in the midst of the Sutra, of 
the otherwise prohibited Agnihotra, either as an independent sacrifice, or 
as a part of the Satra itself. Because in all these cases, the mentiou of 
the sequence to the Upasads aud of Month would be wholly meaning'ess. 
When, however, the sentence is taken as laying down a distinct 
Aynihotra, there would be nothing incongruous in the laying down of 


many things. Hence the sentence must be taken as laying down a 
distinct Agnihotru. 


— 


Such is the Sitdhanta as represented by the Bhashya. But there is 
something to be said against this representation of the Sidthanta. It is 
as fo Nows— 

If the Agnikotras were taken as distinct, only because of the fact of 
there otherwise being a syntactical split, —then the present instance too 
becomes one of the Differentiation of Actions by means of syntactical 
split (already dealt with above), and not by that of Context (what is really 
meant to be shown here). Or, again, the Actions would be different on 
account of the impossibility of the manifold accessories mentioned in the 
sentence in question belonging to the original Agnihotra; and thus the 
necessary differentiation being done by Accessories, there would be no 
room for the functioning of the Difference of Context (towards that 
differentiation). Because even if the sentence in question had occarred in 
the same Context as that of the original Agnihotra, then too, it could not 
but have been taken as mentioning a. distinct Action, because of the 
fact of the accessory details herein mentioned being inapplicable to tho 
original Agnthotra, . 5 

, And further, even though the reason shown in the Bhashya might, 
with difficulty, establish the difference between the two Agnihotras, Y at 
it could do nothing with regard to the other sentence in question, oa 
the Monthly Durca-Parnamasa are not mentioned as p receded <4 l < 
Upasads. That is to say, the sentence ‘mäsum darguparpamasabhyan 
lays down only the connection of the sacrifice with the Mouth, and as 
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such there being no syntactical split, there would be 
the Darçapūrnamāsa herein mentioned is diffe 
before. 

The following argument might here be brought forward: “ We could 
“connect the clause wpasadbhi¢caritva’ with this second sentence also; 
“and that would make this case exactly similar to that of the Agni- 
“ hotra.” 

But this is scarcely correct; because it is only when no sense is got 
out of the sentence as it stands, that there can be an introduction, from 
outside, of such clauses as have their use elsewhere; and we do not find 
this to be the case in the sentence masam dargapiirnamasabhyam yaz até.’ 

That is to say, the supplying of words from without is allowable only 
in such cases where without those words, no meaning is obtained. As 
for instance, in the sentence masam vaiçvadēvēna „unless we supply the 
word fit from the previous sentence, the sentence gives no meaning 
whatever; and hence this supplying is allowable. 
on the other hand, the sentence ‘ māsum darca 
plete in itself, and stands in need of nothing from outside itself. And the 
clause upasadbhiccaritva’ also has already had its use in the former 
sentence, and stands in need of no other sentence (with which it could 
be connected). And thus we find that there is no reason for the s 
supplying of the clause. 

Under the circumstances, if one were clever enongh to supply the 
clause for the purpose of causing a syntactical split,—we could not 
thwart his clever design. But in those cases the clause ‘ upasadbhig. 
caritva’ being added over and over again, we would have the performance 
of endless Upasads ; and this is far from desirable mas there is nothing in 

the Veda countenancing such endless Upasads. If it be urged that, — 
“though it is actually performed before the Agnihotra alone, yet that per- 
formance oual ba taken as preceding all the other (subsequently mentioned) 
sacrifices also, —then the words too would be exactly in the same Way ; 
i.e., the precedence of the Upasads would be mentioned before the sentence 
Speaking of the Agnthotra only; and it would pertain to the other sacrifices 


also, in accordance with the order in which they are mentioned ; and so 
in this case also there is no need Othe said ol A t i 
subsequent sentences. 8 n een e 


nfs e, we must explain it in the following 

When the Accessory, 
down as a matter of ind 
the sentence, then it can 


nothing to show that 
rent from that mentioned 


In the case in question, 
prrnamasabhyam, etc,’ is com- 


aid 


of the supplyin 


though mentioned in a separate Context, is laid 


ependent Injunction, ie., forms the predicate of 
be relegated to the previous action (and would 
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not make any difference in it); when however the Accessory is men- 
tioned only as an Uddēçya (not an object of Injunction, but an accomplished 
thing, forming the subject of the sentence), then the action with 
reference to which it appears must be taken as different from the previous 
action. 

In the case in question, we perceive a difference between the two 
Agnihotras, not because of their Leing mentioned in separate Contexts, 
but because of the fact of all connection with the previous Context having 
been cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agnihotra is 
present in the mind, at the time that the sentence in question is met with, 
then the action mentioned in this latter cannot but be recognized as differ- 
ent from the previous Agnihotra, And as for the difference of Contexts, 
even though it is present, it docs not serve any useful purpose with 
regard to the differentiation ; as we shall show under Sitra II--iii—25. 


In all cases, we find that the factors connected with the Action, when 
Context has been wholly cut off, a 


re mentioned in two ways: (1) as an 
upadéya (¢.e., capable of being brought about by human effort, and as such 
forming the object of an Injunction), and (2) as an anupadéya (which 


cannot be so brought about and be an object of Injunction), Of these 
two, that which is Upadeya— e.g., the Ahavaniya, Pratipat and the like—is 
capable of being laid down even for those actions that have been men- 
tioned in a sentence at a great distance from it; while that which is 
anupadéya,—eg., the Place, Time, Occasion, Result, and the object of 
purification,—if it happens to be mentioned in a different place from 
that of the Action, it cannot be laid down with reference to that Actiou ; 


and hence in all such cases, the meaning comes to be that the Action 
should be performed at that place, time, etc., etc. 


When an Action, that has been | 
thing else, is found to be pr 
sentence, then, w 
When, however, 


aid down with reference to some- 
esented, in exactly the same form, by another 
e recognize the action to be the same in both sentences. 
there is even the slightest discrepancy that does not quite 
exactly present the previous Action, then the very fact of that Action 
being enjoined with reference to something else, gives rise to the idea that 
the Action latterly mentioned is diferent föt the previous one ; a 
this idea not being capabl , i F conclude tha 
the two Actions tia ‘hall een set aside, we finally 

Because in this latter case, the Injunctive word throws out the 
following challenge: I am laying down this Action with reference ig 
something that is itself anupadéya; and as unless it has appeared i 
the form in which it is here laid Seat it cannot be thus ne g. 
tive Luft, pen. by sheer force (I will Nobel anata ae 
Of the saerifiee) + and if there is an) 
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Sentence that could serve as its originative Injunction,—let that sentence 
now come forward and show forth that Action in its true form ;— while 
I am thinking of myself bringing about that originative Injunction ;—if, 
however, any other Injunctive sentence does not now bring forward the 
required Action,—then, when I have mysclf forcibly brought it up, none 
of them should turn up and find fault with ine for such forced action.’ 

And when this challenge has been thrown out, if we find any sentence 
Presenting the Action in the requisite form, then the challenging sentence 
also serves to lay down the same ‘Action with reference to a particular 
place or time, ete. If, however, it fails to be brought up by any other 
Injunctive sentence, then, we conclude that that very Injunction serves as 
the originative Injunction of that Action. 

Thus then, in the case in question, the Month could not be enjoined 
With reference to the Agniholra mentioned at a great distance. Becauso 
it is not possible for any person to bring about the Month to-day, for the 
Sake of any Homa; and as such the Month never being capable of being 
the object of an Injunction, and ever retaining the character of the 
anupadéya,—it must be admitted that it is the Homa that is laid down 
with reference to the Month; and as the injunctive potency of this 
Sentence is not in any way set aside by the former originative Injunction 
of the Agnthotra, the Action, which has been taken as being enjoined 
With reference to the Month, comes to be primarily brought up by the 
Sentence in question. And as there can be no originative Injunction of 
that which has already been once enjoined,—we conclude the Action laid 


down in the sentence in question to be distinct from that Jaid down in the 
Previous sentence. 


in the sentence in 
ars along with the former 
it sets aside the capability of 


me Action; and as such this 
“ would to have its injuncti : ; : 
come to have its 1njunctiveness restricted to the connection of the 


„on account of proximity, 
difference between the two 
is not recognized to be the 
s mentioued by its actual 


how could it be that the action 
case where in the very sentence it i 
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Reply: Even if a weaker reason presents the action, as it is 


originally intended (or as is meaut to be referred to in the subsequent 
sentence), we conclude the Action to be the same. 


That is to say, if by mere proximity, the Action, mentioned in the 
sentence speaking of the particular place, time, etc., happens to be 


presented in exactly the same form (by the previous sentence), - Ne do 
not admit the actions to be different. As for the Name, however, as, 
from the very outset, it is dependent upon the Verb, it can have nothing to 
do with the difference or non-difference of Actions. 


Consequently, while 
the Name (‘ Agnihotra’) is still awaiting the operation of the Verb, as 


soon as the sentences ‘mdsam juhoti, mãsam yajaté’ are heard, our 
attention becomes rivetted on to the expressiveness of the verbs ‘juhoti’ 
and ‘ yajaté’; and at that time, noother ‘Homa’ or ‘ Yaga’ presents 
itself, either in the same sentence or even in the same context; conse- 


quently no such previous Homa’ or ‘ Yaga’ comes to be identified with 
that mentioned in the sentence in question. 


Then again, though the Name ‘ Agnihotra’ might bring up into close 
proximity with the sentence in question, the mere Root-meaning of the 
word ‘juholi,’ yet it could not so bring up the original Bhavana (of the 
original Injunction of the Agnihotra); and consequently the Bhavané 


mentioned in the sentence in question would always be cognized as dis- 
tinct from that of the previous sentence. 


That is to say, it is a universally acknowledged fact that, in all cases, 
Names belong to the Root-meanings through coeatensiveness, and not to 
the Bhavands (that is to say, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhuyat is always 
explained as agnihotréna| homena guhuyat,’ wherein the name Agnthotra is 
expressed as coextensive with the Homa which is signified by the root ‘hz,’ 
and not with the Bhāvanā which is expressed by the Injunctive affix in 
‘juhayat’). And hence at the time when we are considering the difference 
and non-difference of Bhdvands,—even though the Root-meauing be found 
to be the same in both cases, yet the Bhavana is not recognized as the 


same, because the Bhavana is not expressed by anything else save the 


verbal affix, and this verbal affix in the sentence in question is different 


from that in the original Injunction, and as such cannot bring up into our 


mind the former Bhavana. And thus it is found that the purpose (ie, 
Bhavan@) of the two sentences is distinct. 


Or, we may go a step further, and declare that the Root-meanings too 
would be distinct ; because in a verb, that which is denoted by the Root 
appears as something yet to be accomplished, which is not . 
which it is presented by the Name, which always denotes a 
lished entity, 


That is to say, the word ‘juhoti,’ in the sentence in question, 
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presents, for the sake of the Injunction, the Homa, which is denoted by 
the root xu, as something still unaccomplished ; and it is not such an 
unaccomplished Homa that is mentioned by such a name as t Aynihotra,’ 
which always denotes a definite full-fledged substance connected with a 
particular gender and a definite number; and thus the Homa mentioned 
in uh. could not be recognized as the same as that mentioned in 


‘Agnihotra’; and as such they too would be distinct. 


If, even when the Contexts are different, the former Action were 
mentioned by a word expressive of an unaccomplished entity, or the 
Bhavana meant to be expressed were connected with that unaccom- 
plished entity,—then, in that case, it would be concluded that the — 
sentence simply brings forward the Action mentioned in the former 
sentence, with a view to lay it down with reference to a particular result; 
and in this case, there may be non-difference between the Actions. As 
for instance, in the case of the sentences ‘atirātraçcaturvimçah, . 
niyamahagcatvaruh, ‘abhipluvih shaduhah,’ ‘ prshthah e e 
etc., and also in the sentence ‘ tarunupragha@séshvavabhrtham yunti. 

When, on the other hand, we find that the Injunctiveness occurs in a 
distinct Context, is connected with distinct results, etc., partakes of the 
character of the originative Injunction, and is not set aside by the MORS 
authoritative originative. Injunctiveness of any previous word which ig far 
removed from it, then, if such an Injunctiveness happens to point to 
a difference between the Actions coucerned, we cannot but admit such a 
8 we have shown that there is aad Meines e the Root. 
meaning also, yet, in reality, it is only the Bh arana that is distinct, aea 
not the Root-meaning ; because we have no mention of the root ‘yagi, 
in the Injunctions of dsana, ‘“vanaspatayah satramasiran,’ ete., where we find 
the same Root-meaning mentioned by the subsequent Name also and in 
these cases it is only the Bhavana thai is found to be distinct. 

That is to say, the Root-me 
when the Root used would be w 
case of the Satra, however 
‘yajt, and that the Name 
sacrifice ; and hence in tlh 
in the two cases, 


aning would appear as different only 
holly dissimilar from the Name. In the 
„we find that there is no mention of the root 
employed gives rise to the idea of the previous 
NS case, it is only the Bhavana that is different 


805 meee the words of the Sūtra ‘ prakaranantaré prayojanadnyatvam’ 
me Fay Justified ( Prayojana "= Bhavana). 

1 It Should be noted that the author of the Bhashya also his men- 

'oned the Time, Which is anupadéya, as the ground of differentiation ; 

though he has referred to this Time by means of the sentence * upasad- 
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bhiccaritvd' (and hence there is in reality not much discrepancy in the 
Bhashya either). 
As for the other objections— The Upasads also are enjoined’ and the 


like, —these should be met, by being admitted, in the way shown in the 
Abhyasadhikarana. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 
[The Agnéya, etc., are Kamyéshtis.] 


Sätra (25): The Result mentioned apart from Actions (is a 
means of difference). 


All the six causes of differentiation have heen dealt with. We now 


; Tiä > Difference of Context 
proceni ita ahay — WAF 5 — 1 differentia- 
operates towards differentiation. There are p i i bra Dienend5 
tion (in the case cited in the last Adhikarana) to be mac 1 y aaea 
of Context only (according to the Bhashya) ; while ot * . 
to the Vartika) hold it to be made by the connection 0 $ — 
time; and they do not admit of any differentiation brought anny —— Y 
by sacli agencies as non-proximity or the relationship of an anny 59 
substance. It is with a view to explain the real state of teiaa to 
these persons that the present Sutra has been introduced. e Ne 
is dealt with in the present Adhikaraņa is not a seventh cause of differen- 
tiation. , ; . i 

Then, the fact of Place and Occasion being anupādēya is too well 
known, as has nan irn de the foregoing Adhikarane; and hence in the 
present Adhikarana we do not cite any — a ‘nono, ane in 
fact, the following two passages aniline a Mai — Place 
and Occasion—should have been dealt with ＋ the preceding Adhikarana, 
viz.: (1) ‘ Satrayadvaguryt vigvajita yazéta, Samyutthane vicvag ct, ele; 
(these two speaking of Occasion) ; and (2) ‘ Dakshinéna tiréna sarasvatyah, 
‘dgnéyénashtakapalena camya pardsimiyat ’ (speaking of Place), Though, 
as in the case of the Atiratra, etc., so in these also, we do not find any 
mention of the root ‘ yagi,’ yet, inasmuch as, without the inference of the 
presence of the root ‘ yaji,’ the sentences containing the words with the 
Nominal affix would remain incomplete, (the ‘yagi’ is inferred directly 
as the sentences have been pronounced ), and hence the sentences do not 
Stand in need of the ‘yajé’ occurring in any other sentence; and 
. THOM MAH bo akon actin fom 

Then as fop the other two Anupadeyas. 
to be Purified (or pre d y 

pared)—we proceed to co 


as t * 60 è 

pi are, to the same line of reasoning, 

Plina these two, the mention of the Result has been cited in the 
ti shya 5 oe 


Aguey mashtakapalannireapet rukkamah,’ ‘ Agnishominameka- 


—the Result and the Object 
nsider them now, amenable, 
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‘dacakup Wunnirvapee bruhmuvarcasakGmuh, ‘ Aindramékadaucatapilannir- 
ve. pragdkamuk. And as for the mention of the object to be purified, 
We have the sentence Traidhataviya dikshuniyd, etc., which lays down 
® purificatory rite for the sacrificer. 

The Bhashya speaks of the sentences as being found without reference 
to any particular Action; and this is done with a view to show that 
the case in question is not capable of being dealt with under Difference 
of Context. 

[The question being as to whether the sentences in question only 
Serve to lay down certain results with reference to the original Anga, 
etc., or they lay down distinct sacrifices], we have the following 


— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Prakrléshu phalavidhirit’,—That is to say, the sentence in question 


“lays down the Result with reference to the Sncrifice mentioned bef 
„just in the same manner 


re ore, 
e as Ahavaniya and the rest are laid 
„ beenuse the Results herein laid down are 


down, 
. capable of being desired 
t even by one who is engaged in the Dargu-Parnamisa.” j l 


SIDDHANTA. 


The reply to this is that the Result can never be enjoined. The Senge 
of this is that, on account of the reasons shown under Sutra VI~i—3, of the 
Sranagakamadhikarana, the Result has always the character of the uddegya 
(that subject with regard to which something else is enjoined). Because if 
the Result were enjoined, it could be so only with regard to the Action; ang 


as such becoming a part of the Action itself, it would lose its character of 
Result (to be brought about by that Action). Andon the other hand, if 


the Action were not enjoined with reference to the Result, then it would 
not have the character of the means to that Result; and as such it would 
hecome fruitless. If again, both (Action and Result) were uddégya, or 
both were vidhéya, then they would have no connection with each other. 
And ao the only alternative left to us is to admit that the sentence lays 
down an Action with regard to a particular Result. And then, just ag in 
the preceding case (of an Action being laid down with reference to 
a particular time, so in the present case also), the Action thus laid down 
in the sentence in question would be one that is wholly distinct from 
all previous actions. 

The same line of reasoning would apply 8 the case of the 
sentence that speaks of a purificatory rite for the snerificer. 

Nor is it possible for the as Desire (for certain results) to be 


; he Aguéya, eto. (and 
the means of accomplishing such eternal Actions as the Aguéya, 
111 
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this is what it would come to if the senten 

the Result with reference to sacrifices), 
For these reasons, we conclude t 

Actions that are distinct from all pr 


ces were taken as laying down 


hat the sentences in question lay down 
evious Actions., 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The Avash#i resulting in the Acguisttion of Food.] 


Sutra (26): When there is proximity, there is no separation; 


and hence the second mention is for the purpose of pointing 
out another Resuit. 


The present Adhikarana is introduced by way of a counter-instance 
to all the preceding Adhikaranas based upon non-prozimity. 

The mention of the ‘Result’ (in the Sütra) indicates all other 
Anupidéyas. And hence the sentences forming the subject-matter of the 
present Adhikarana are all the following: (1) ‘ Agneyo'sh takapalo- 
bhavati. . . ?tayã annidyakamam yajayat,’ or- Dargapirnamasabhyam 
svargakamo yajéta,’ ‘Céshat svishtakrtam yajet, etc. (mentioning the 
Result); (2) Samè Darcapiirnamasabhyam yajet’ (mentioning the 
Place); (3) ‘ Paurnamāsyām Paurnamisya at ? (mentioning the Time); 
and (4) ‘ Yavajjivam Durcapurnamasabhyam yayét' (mentioning the Oc- 
casion). 

[The question with regard to these being as to whether the 
actions mentioned are the same as those of the same name mentioned 
before, or they are distinct Actions altogether], we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as all these sentences lay down certain Actions, with 
“ reference to à particular Result, Place, etc., we conclude, in accordance 
„with the foregoing <Adhikarana, that these Actions are other than 
* those previously mentioned. 

“And in favour of this view, we have the following arguments: 
“ Inasmuch as there can be no Injunction of that which has already been 
“ enjoined, we would have to take the names of Actions in the sentences 
“in question as mere references to the original Actions (of those names) 
“ (if we do not take the Actions as distinct) ; and that which is referred to 
“is that which is the Uddēçya (that with regard to which something 
“ else is laid down); but as a matter of fact, we do not find the Actions 
„(mentioned in the sentences) to have the character of the Uddegya. 

“ That is to say, that which is referred to always being the „ 
“if the Actions were taken as referred to, then they would have 1 he 
“ character of Uddégyus; and there could be no relationship between 
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“two Uddecyas (viz., the Action and the Result, Place, ete.). While if the 
“ names of actions occurring in the sentences 
“forms of these Actions, which, at the same time, are being enjoined with 
“ reference to the Result, Place, etc..—then, inasmuch as this would 
involve a simultaneous Injunction and Reference, it would be highly 


objectionable. Consequently, we must admit that these Actions are 
distinct from those previously mentioned,” 


were taken as referring to the 
ee 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: The potency of the 
Injunction varies according as it happens to be an originative 
plicatory one. And hence when it is prac 
the potency of only one; 
it as having both. 

That is to s 


or an ap- 
ticable, we take it as having 
but when that is not found possible, we accept 


ay, in the case in question, we are forced to aecept the 
Same sentence to be an originative as well as an applicatory Injunction. 
lt is only when the Applicatory Injunction is such that there is no incon- 
sistency in its pointing to the presence in itself of originative potency,— 
that we take it as having only the applicative potency, with regard to 
Actions whose idea is present in the mind, as having been brought about 
by another originative Injunction. (But tho case of the sentence in 
question not being like this, we have to admit it to have the double 
potency), 


Nor is the character of the Uddégya a necessary canse of being 
referred to; nor, conversely, is the character of Upadéya (capable of being 
brought about) a necessary cause of being enjoined; becanse whether a 
certain Action is to be taken as referred to or as en*oined, in any 
Particular sentence, depends upon the fact of its having been already 
enjoined or not in a previous sentence. 

Though as a rule, Place, etc., as having tho character of the Annu- 
pdēya, are the objects referred to, yet, when even these are found to be 
such as have not been mentioned before, they are accepted as objects of 
Injunction. And conversely, though the Action naturally has the character 
of the object of Injunction, yet, when it is found to be one that has been 
already mentioned previously, it is taken merely as an object referred 
70. In the case of non-proximity, also, we havo accepted the Action 
Seer in the latter sentence as enjoined, simply because it is not 

und to have been presented by any other previous sentence, and not 
Solely because it has the character of the Upūdēya. 

What is meant by the word ‘ avibhiga’ (‘non-separation ) in the 

Siitra is the fact of the idea of the original Action being present in the 


mind; which presence has been spoken of, in the Bhashya (with special 


22 
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reference to the Avéshti—mentioned in the first of the sentences), as 
being due to the use of the pronoun ‘ étaya.’ 

The use of the present Adhikarana has been expressed by the Bhiishya, 
as lying in the faot that, if the sentence in question refers to the original 
Aveshti, then, the substance, to be offered at the sacrifice “performed for the 
acquiring of Food, would be the Agnéya Cake; while if the Action were other 
than the Avéshti, then we would have some other substance. 

To this, however, some people make the following objection: “ Even 
“if the Action spoken of in the sentence ‘é@aya annaidyakd@mam yfjayet ’ 
« were other than the original Avéshti, then too, inasmuch as the word 
ucatayā’ would point to the fact of this other Action being similar to the 
“ Avash{?, the substance employed at it would be the same as that used iu 
“ the Avéshti, and no other substance would have to be used.” 

But this objection is not quite pertinent. Because so long as it is 
possible for the word ‘étaya’ to be taken, as in the case of the sentence 
‘esha jyotih,’ ete., in its direct sense, as referring to the Action to be 
spoken of immediately after it,—it cannot be rightly taken as indirectly 
indicating similarity. Hence there is nothing incorrect iu the assertion 
— another substance will have to be used at the sacrifice.’ 


0 


We have finished the consideration of all the six causes of differen- 
tiation, together with their exceptions. 


—) — 


In another commentary (by Bhavadiisa, perhaps) only four such 
causes are mentioned, viz.: (1) Difference of Words, (2) Difference of 
Names, (3) Difference of Accessory Details, and (4) Difference of Result. 
He has included ‘ Repetition’ and ‘Number’ in ‘ Difference of Words,’ 
and the Difference of Context,’ etc., in the Difference of Result,’ because 
all that the Context does is to help the Result. 8 

But this appears to be highly objectionable. Because, in the first 
place, Repetition’ cannot be included in ‘ Difference of Words’; u. if the 
word iat is repeated five times, or any number of times for the 
matter of that, it does not become H different word. And when the word 
‘ prajapatyin’ is used, by way of Dkapésha, as pointing to seventeen 
Préjaépatyas, we do not have so many different words, as the ise 
actually found to be one and the same only, in all cases. This ee 
has been explained under Stra I—i—l5, and also in Sutra 1 
And the singleness of such objects will be explained later on, = 11 5 
Sutra VI—iii— 12. Consequently we conclude that in such cases, ante f 
able to find other ground for differentiating the Actions, the Author o 
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this Commentary has gratuitously assumed the words to be different, even 
though, as a matter of fact, the word is one and the same. Secondly, this 
Author of the Commentary has failed to grasp the fact of the Result, ete., 
not being able to differentiate Actions, when the Context does not happen 
to be different—a fact that has been shown over and over again, in the 
Sutra just explained (II—iii—26), and also in Sätra II—ii—16, et seg. 
And thus we find that though it is the Difference of Context, as helped by 
the mention of the Result, etc, that, being the cause of non-recognition 
(of one Action as the other), is the real means of differentiating Actions,— 
yet the said Commentator has wholly neglected this fact (in including the 
‘Difference of Context’ in the ‘Difference of Result’). Thirdly, he 
failed to perceive that it was the ‘ Difference of Result’ that was included 
in Difference of Context, and not vice verså. 

It bas been argued by the adherents of this Commentator that the fact 
of only four opposites of the ground of identity being mentioned in the 
Sutra II—iv—9, distinctly points to the fact of the ground of difference 
also being only four. 

But we do not attach any such significance to the Sutra, in the 
present connection; because in the Adhikarana under consideration, we 
find no other means of Differentiation applicable save the Difference of 
Context (which therefore could not be denied as a means of Differentia- 
tion). 

Hence we conclude that there are six means of Differentiation as 
explained above, F 

But for the Siddhanta too, it was necessary to explain what difference 
there is between Difference of Names and Difference of Words (as Name is 
also a Word), and between Property and Number (as Number is also a 
Property), And inasmuch as this has not been done before, we proceed 
to explain it now. J 

Inasmuch as the Name does not express the form of the Action, the 
Difference of Names is distinct from Difference of Words; and because 
Number pervades all the objects as forming one complete whole, the 
Difference of Number is distinct from Difference of Property. That is to 
say, though the Name of Action denotes an Action in the form of a 
‘substance, yet it differentiates it only by serving to separate it from 
the previous action; while as for the Number, inhering as it does in many 
objects appearing simultaneously, it is distinct from the Property, which 


differentiates one action from another, only because it is found to be im- 
possible in the latter, 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
[The Repetition of the Agnéya Serves the purposes of Glor ification. ] 


Sūtra (27): “The Agnéya would appear as 


if it were to be re- 
peated, because of reasons already explained.” 


We find the sentence Agnzyo'shtakapalo amdvisyaytm bhavati,’ 
then again, ‘Agnéyoshtakapalo ama vasydydm 
(this latter occurring in the text before the 
question as to whether the same Agné 
sentence is also mentioned over 
Agnéyas are distinct Actions. 
The conclusion pointed out by the previous Adhikaraaad would be 
that the two are the same, even though the action is laid down in 
reference to the particular time of the Amavasya, whicb, by itself, is 
anupadéya. 


And against this conclusion we have the following 


and 
paurnamasyancicyuto ba vat: 


former). And then arises the 
ya that is mentioned in the latter 
again in the former sentence, or the two 


PURVAPAKSBA. 


“It has been shown above that it is only 
“found to serve no other purpose that it can be taken as serving the 
purpose of differentiating Actions. And in the case in question, we ac- 
“tually find the Repetition serving no other purpose ; hence we take it to 
„mean that the Agnsya is to be performed twice over. That is to say, 
“ the two performances would constitute two distinct Actions.” 

In contradiction to this we have another alternative theory, which we 
bring forward as 


when the Repetition is 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


Sütra (28): The Action not being found to be differentiated, the 


mere repetition of the same Action would not make any dif- 
ference in the Action itself. 


In the case of the sentences Samido yajuti', ‘ Bido yajali’, etc., it is 
only right that we should take the repetition of ‘yajatt’ as serving the 
purpose of differentiating the Actions; because in this case we find the 
distinct repetition of ‘sacrifice.’ In the case in question, on the other 
hand, the ‘sacrifice’ has ot to be inferred from the relationship of fhe 
substance (Cake) with the Deity Agni (expressed hy the word Agnéya '). 
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And inasmuch as the substance and the Deity as mentioned in the 
sentence are found to be precisely the same as those mentioned in the other, 
we are led, by the idea of those that we had obtained from the previous 
sentence, to conclude that it is the same action that is mentioned in the 
latter sentence also. 

It might be argued that “the Deity and the substance also are 
distinct in the two cascs.” But that is not possible: because as a matter 
of fact, they are actually recognized as non-different. If the difference 
be based on the difference of the individuality of substance aud the Deity, 
then such difference of individuality would be present also in the difer- 
ent performances of the sume Action. 

Therefore we conclude that both sentences are optional Injunctions 
of the same Agnéyu to be performed on the Amåvāsyā day. 

Or, according to the law yuyapatprarrieryuthi syāt sattvadar- 
canum (ie. two sentences operating situnltaneously, we must take 
them according as we find the object mentioned in them’), it is the same 
Action that is mentioned by both sentences. And it cannot be definitely 
ascertained which sentence really lays down the Action and which is u 
mere repetition, and as such meaningless. 

Granted that one of them becomes meaningless ; if that happens to 
be in keeping with reason, this theory of meaninglessness would be far 
more acceptable than the theory that, though the two sentences contain 
the same words, yet they signify two distinct Actions ; specially as this 
latter theory would strike at the root of the cternality of words and their 
significations. Consequently, we must conclude that the Aynéya is to be 
performed only once (the other sentence being a meaningless repetition). 

Though this theory, here brought forward, has been refuted S 
Abhyāsādhikarana, yet the Siddhanté has boldly given expression to these 
rejected views, because he has still in store his principal theory, which he 
brings forward in the next Sutra; and he does not really hold to those 
views; because the Veda can never bear the charge of meaninglessness. 


SIDDHANTA (B). 
Sūtra (29): The repetition serves quite another purpose. 


When wo proceed to look into the various purposes that are served by 
Repetitions, we find that, inasmuch as the sentence in question does no: 
mention any qualifying accessory, and as Preclusion of the Rest is accom- 
panied by a threefold anomaly,—we conclude that it serves the purposes 
of an Arthavada, And as it is not quite clear in the sentence itself of 
what it is an Arthavada, it must be taken as that of the Aguegu itself. 

And with a vicw to this last conclusion, the following objection has 
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been brought forward: When the Action has been already once laid 
“down together with the Arthavdda in the former sentence, —we do not 
“sce what special purpose is served by the Arthavāđa in another sentence, 
“which cannot be taken along with the former sentence? It has been 
u shown above that the Arthavdda forms part of the Injunction.” 


This objection in the Bhashya has been brought forward from the 
standpoint of the Parvapaksha. It, however, contains the sentence— 
‘The Deity ts the same whether it is praised or not praised’; and we do not 


quite understand what this means; thongh on looking into it closely it 
seems that it recalls what has gone before in the Mahéndradhikarana, 
under the Sittra II—i—18. The sense thus is that just as though 
“u grentness does not form an integral part of the Deity, yet, inasmuch 
as in one case mere Indra (without the epithet Maha’) fulfils the 
functions of the Deity, the epithet of ‘ Maha’ would be useless in an 


Arthavada that would refer to the Injunction,—so, in the same manner 
jn the case in question also, 


g so, an independent glorification by itself -would 
be altogether meaningless, 


To the above objection we make the follow} Wh 
N 2 * In T. 1: 2 
repetition is meant here to do is to serve the SORT at the 


eee epee i purpose of glorifying, b 
words signifying excellence, Agni together with Tadraj—the latter being 
mentioned in another sentence (‘ 


aindran dadhi amavisyayam’) which 
mentions only the Deity (Indra). [And inasmuch as the sentence in 


question is thus found to eulogise the two Deities together, which is not 


done by the former sentence, such glorification cannot be said to bea 
useless repetition, ] 


a — 
af 


Thus ends the Third Pada of Avuyiya II. 


ADHYAYA II. 
PADA IV. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
(Treating of the Life-long Agnihiotra.] 


Sütra (1): “The life-long repetition ig & property of the Action 
because of the Context.” 

[We find the sentences “ ydvajyivamaguihotram Juhott,” ‘yavagjivam 
Darcapirnamasabhyam yājēta? And with regard to these sentences, 
there arises a question as to whetber the mention of ‘life-long’ qualifies 
the Action, the sentence laying down the life-long repetition of the 
Action; or it Serves to lay down a restriction for the performer of the 
Action. That is to say, does the sentence lay down the Repetition of the 
Action, or only a Restriction Sor the Agent p] 

Though the sentences in question are found both in the Bahorca 
Brahmana (the Brihmana of the Rgveda) and the Adkwarya Brahmara 
(the Brähmana of the Yajurveda), yet the name of only oe eens 8 
mentioned in the Bhashya ; but it does not matter in which particular 
Brabmana the Sentence is found. ; 

Objection: “Whether a word expresses the property of an Action or 
“that of the Agent, is a question connected with the subject-matter of the 
“Third Adkyaya; and hence its introduction here seems to be wholly 
“irrelevant.” 

To this some people make the followin 
subject-matter of the Second Adhya 
Third Adhydya also being near at h 
in the introduction, 

But this expl 
consider the ques 
mentioned in the 


g reply: The treatment of the 
ya itself having been finished, and the 
and, there is nothing very incongruous 
at this stage, of a subject connected with the latter. 

anation is scarcely right. Because we have still got to 
tion of the Difference or Non. difference of Actions ag 


difference operate towards the 
so also do they operate towards 
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we 


that of their performances. Hence with regard to the Agnibotra, etc., 


qualified as they are by the mention of ‘life-long.’ there arises the qnes- 
tion as to whether each of its (daily) performances is a distinct action by 
itself, or all the daily performances go to form a single Action, meant to 
bring about a particular desirable end, and the time for whose performance 
is the whole of one’s life. If then, the time—whole of one’s life—were 
laid down as a property of the Action, then the mere offering of the 
Morning and Evening libations—in accordance with the injunctions “ he 
should offer the morning libation with the Mantra Suryo oli, ete., ” 
and “he should offer the evening libation with the Mantra ‘ Agnirjoytih, 
etc. ”—would not be enough to complete the Agnihotra, till the specified 
time— life-long ’—expires; and hence a performance of the Agnihotra 
would come to be made of many daily repetitions; just as the performance 
of the Jyotishfoma is made up of the repetition of the same process with 
regard to each of the many grahas. If, on the other hand, ‘living’ be 
taken as the occasion (or cause), with refercuce to which the sentence 
lays down the Action,—then, inasmuch as the occasion would last till the 


Performer lasts, the Action would come to Le enjoined without reference 
to any desirable result; aud as such a ne 


glect of the performance being 
sio ful, it would be necessary for the Man to perform it as long as he lives, 
either for the fulfilment of his own duty, or for the avoiding of the sin 


incurred by non-performance ; and hence, in this case, the sevtence would 
lay down a Restriction (or Duty) for the Man. And in this case the 
occasion of the Agnihotra performance would be Morning and Evening 
together with the Life of the Agent; and hence as this occasion would 
present itself every day, the Action would be complete every day also; 
and hence the complete performance of the Agnihotra would be repeated 
each day ;—the performance of each day forming a distinct Action by 
itself (independently of the other day’s performance). 

For these reasons we must conclude that the Bhashya has put the 


question in the form that it has, simply with a view to the distinctness or 
otherwise of the performance ; 


i as it is thi des to be the upshot of 
the question put by the Bhashy it is this that comes to be the ups 


a. 
On the question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 
(1) “All the dail 


re , y repetitions of the Agnihotra form a single 7705 
. qurmance of it; (2) ‘Zife-long’ is a qualification of the Action; and (3) 
the sentence serves to lay down the time. 1 
a “As a rule, the procedure inhering in tbe Action always stands in 
need of something that forms part of the Action ; and this is found to be 
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wl 
: 3 ine 5 

„possible only when the sentence is taken as laying down the z id down, 
À 4 8 À E: 

“ reference to the Homa). That is, when the time is the object š 
“the Repetition due to the prescribed time becomes a part of th 

“and this alone would be in keeping with the Context. 


Action, 


gent, 
“ Objection: ‘Eyen when life-long is made the property of yar down 
“then toc, inasmuch as it is the same Action that would be lat 
“ during life, the Context would not in any way be interfered with- would 
“ Reply: True; the original subject-matter of the Contex method 
“not be interfered with, But the Context, which provides the pee i 
“of the Action, stands in need of a property of the Action; and tainly 
“a property of the Agent were laid down, that Context would = 
“ be interfered with, f 


ple 0 
1 Š FÀ . a 

“Though, as a rule, both Time and Occasion are equally incap the 
“forming the object of Injunction, and as such the continuation 


0 

8 5 is laid 
“sentence would, in both cases, be the same,—that the Agnihof” pation 
c 


uld lay 


“down the Time with reference to the sacrifice. Or, we might 1 1 
“sentence as enjoining, through the time of its performance whie 3 
“whole life-time, the Repetition of the Sacrifice; and there "e 
“nothing incongruous in this, as the Repetition is quite capable © 
“enjoined with reference to the Action. fe 

If, however, ‘life-time’ be taken as a property of the Ag 
“could be no reference to the Action. h 

Thus then the daily repetitions of the Agnihotra throug 
“life-time making up its single performance,—it is only thus jes that 
“could explain the application to the Agnihotra of those ae of the 
“ belong to Satras (that is to say, it is only when the performs r to the 
“ Agnihotra is completed in many days, that it could be simils 


“ able of 
Satras that always take many days to finish, and thereby be cap 


ge if the 
i being eulogised by the same eulogies as these Satras) ; otherwise ii the 
* Agnihotra were finished every day, it would have no similarity W with 

Satras (and as such the sentence laying down the same evlogies 
“regard to the Agnthotra would be inexplicable). 

' For these reasons we conclude that ‘life-time’ is a proper 
Action.“ 

SIDDHANTA. 


ust he taken as a property of the Agent, because 
signification of the words. 


Dharma is to be supplied from the preceding Sutra; 
Toposition laid down by the Siddhänta is that—“ It is the 


peing 
t, there 


out one's 
that we 


ty of the 


of the direct 


The Word 
and hence the p 


(E 
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property of the Agent that is enjoined.’ This property of the Agent too is 
binding, and does not depend upon his own sweet will. 

Because in our interpretation of the sentence, both the words— 
‘yavajjivam’ and the verb ‘juhoti’—retain their direct signification ; 
while iu your interpretation, they will have to be taken in their indirect 
indicated meanings. 

That is to say, in our theory, it is by direct signification that the 
word ‘ yavajjivan.’ denotes the life-time of the agent as the Occasion (for 
the Action); and in the verbs ‘juhoti’ and yajuti’ also, itis only directly 
that the Affix signifies the Bhdvand as qualified by the Root-meaning. 
And hence our interpretation is quite in keeping with the direct significa- 
tion of both these words. In your interpretation, on the other hand, life- 
time’ (not being capable of directly qualifying the Action) indicates the 
time, and the verbs also would indicate Repetition ;—then again, that 
wherein the Injunction ends, is accepted as the object of that Injunction ; 
—hence it will be necessary for you to reject the direct denotations of the 
words ‘Jiva’ and the verb, and make Time and Repetition the objects of 
the Injunction ; and thus your Injunction comes to be based upon Indirect 
Indication. 

The following argument might here be brought forward: „It is by 
“ direct signification that the word y@vat,’ in the compound ‘ yavajjivam,’ 

“ denotes time; as in the sentence ‘ yavaddoham svapiti’ (He sleeps till 
“the milking time).“ 

Reply: In the case of the sentence yavaddoham svapit:’, it is only 
proper that the word yāvat’ should be taken as expressing time; because 
it speaks of a thing in the present, and there is no need of the mention 
of an occasion; and hence in this case the directly expressed ‘ milking of 
the cow’ is rejected in favour of the Time. If in this sentence also, 


we had the injunctive : svapyāt’ or ‘asita’ (instead of the Present 
svapitt' ), — then nothing could set aside the fact of milking’ being the 
occasion (for sleeping). In the case of the Injunction ‘ yavajjivam, ete., - 
however, we have no cause for rejecting the direct denotation of the word; 
because i 


t is quite possible for the action of living (which forms the direct 
denotation of the root 


Jiva’) To be the occasion for the Agnihotra. Nor 
is the word ‘ ydout’ ever known as denotative of time; specially as all that 
it is found to dois to qualify the action of living as extending to its finish. 

Objection: As there ig no difference between Time and Action (as 
„ ccording to some philosophers Time is nothing more than the Action of 
a the Sun and the Moon), if we take the word yāvajjīvam ` to denote the 
“time, we do not have recourse to indirect indication.” 

Reply: You could bring forward this argument only after you a 
defeated the Furgeshiba (who distinguishes Time from Action). 
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But even granting that Action is Time, it must be admitted ` 


that there is some sort of a restriction, whereby all Actions are not 
known as Time. And as a matter of fact, of all Actions, it is only the 
Action of the Rotation of the Sun and the Moon that is spoken of 
ns ‘Time’; and when this time (of the rotation) has once been used in 
limiting or characterising some other 
it, then from this analogy, 
the same me 
action. 

For instance, 


action in close proximity with 
all other Actions also come tc be measured by 
asure of time as that which had been applied to the former 


the exact measure of time of the milking of the cow, 
not being fixed by itself, people come to mark that time by referring it to 
a certain action on the part of the Sun, That is to say, when it is 
asked—‘ by what time is the cow milked ?’—the answer is made in 
terms of the minutes and seconds whose extent has been previously 
ascertained ; and these ‘ minutes,’ ete., also are measured by such further 
divisions of time as the ‘lava,’ ‘ truti,’ etc., that go to make the Nad¢ka,— 
all of which are something wholly distinct from what is ordinarily known 
as ‘Action.’ And when people have become used to it, the ordinary 
actions of the world also come to have their continuance approximately 
measured by those actions (of Lava, etc.); and it is thus that even 
ordinary Actions (like the milking of the cow) come to be used as 
measures of time (and thus there is no actual identity between Time and 
Action), 

Then again, as à matter of fact, ‘ Life’ is not any fixed measure of 
time, like the action of ‘ Nimésha’ (Twinkle of the Eye); and as such it 
could not, on account of its this time-measuring capacity, be taken as 
Time, And hence the fact remains that you have had recourse to the 
indirect indication of Time (which is distinct from ‘ Life,’ which is the 
direct denotation of the word Jiva’). 

Over and above this you have recourse to the indirect indication of 
Repetition (by means of the verb ‘Juhoti’). Because a single perform- 
ance of the Agnihotra does not fill up the whole life of the performer 
as the Action itself is net known as spreading (over a number of days). 
And unless you accept an indication of the Repetition, the Injunction 
itself (according to you) would become meaningless. 

5 — * performing the Agnihotra without repetitions, if one 

y Spreading over a number of days, by performing 
; in, throughout his life-time,—then, 
me of death is not fixed, it may be that at some time 
consider himself to be dying, and then he would at 
the hitherto unperformed portions of the Agnihotra; 
ance, he should not die, inasmuch as he would have 


or other he may 
onee finish up all 
and then if, by ch 


- — 
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completed the action before his life-time, he would have committed a 
grave wrong. While, on the other hand, if he were to die off, without 
having performed the remaining portions, then he would fall into the 
grave sin of leaving a commenced Action unfinished. Nor, in connection 
with the Agnihotra, is there any Injunction that would enable the 
survivors to finish it for him; as there is in the case of the ‘ Sarvasvara’ 
sacrifice. 

And further, though the Injunctions of the Morning and Evening 
Libations are found in close proximity to the Injunction of the Life-long 
Agnihotra, as also to that of the Agnihotra that is laid down as to be 
performed with regard to a certain result,—yet, without any valid grounds, 
they would have to be assumed (in accordance with your theory) as 
pertaining (apart from the Life-long Agnihotra) only to that Agnihotra 
which is to be performed with a view to a certain desirable end. 

The following objection might be urged: “It might be that, in 
„consideration of the Injunctions of the Evening and Morning Libations, 
“ » single offering of these Libations would fulfil both (i.e. the Morning 
„ and Evening Libations, as also the Life-long Agnihotra). That is to say, 
“just as the performance of the Paursamasi sacrifice, though laid down 
“as to be performed on the Paurnamāsī day, yet its performance is 
„accepted as complete, and the Injunction is taken as duly fulfilled, even 
“ when it is done in only a certain part of that day; and the performance 
“does not fill up the whole day; so, in the same manner, though the 
“ Agnthotra is laid down as to be performed through one’s life-time, yet if 
“we were to offer a single Morning and a single Evening Libation, these 
“ offerings alone could be accepted as fulfilling both the Injunctions in 
„question; for Morning and Evening also are portions of one's life- 
„eme.“ 

To this we make the following reply: All that the Injunction—‘ the 
Pawrnamast sacrifice is to be performed on the Paurnamasi day ’—does is 
to preclude the performance of that sacrifice on any other day except the 
Paurnamas? ; and hence in this case, even if the whole day is not filled 
up, the Injunction is duly fulfilled. It is not so in the case in question. 

That is to say, in the case of the Paurnamāsī, it does not matter |! 
5 ~~ Ay a not filled up; because there are reasons for this, in uy 
mes: wha A sad of the sacrificial process, and in that of the distinc! 

J Lie: in ihat ue sacrifice is to be performed in the morning. Cone 
duly ya ee * i Pan, and on no other, —the Injunction vue 275 
nothing as 19 th ee u tha ment Ji eee e In the 
case in i ° ing up of the whole day by [he re oint of time 

question, on the other hand, we find that there is no P 
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or P e > an 

1 tbe er former, apart from his life tim d as such there is no 

time that could be taken as precluded by the word life-time 5 5 
tly if the time pr escribed were not duly filled up, the W hole sentence 

quen 


i i also 
i l . P i ly as the morning and evening 
i > U E 
Are included in the s life-time. 


i ivajjivam’), it serves to 
As for the word dv, (in the compound ‘ yavajzjivam’), 


e limit (of the performance) ; and this B 
would be incompatible with the performance of the Aynihotra 15 1 
of one's life only. Consequently, unless the Injunction of t n 28 
Agnihotra, mixed up as it is with that of the V ae 
Libations, implied a repetition of the performance, it cou . 
agent to a rightful course of Action. And hence Jou can v 

having recourse to Iudirect Indication (of the Repetition). . 

Objection: As in your case, so in ours also, the implied Repe 

“ would not be very incongruous. That ig to say, y 
“the daily repetition of the Agnihotra ; 
“can, at best, be only implied, as 
“such Repetition the 
“ performance, 


there ig 


ween our theories.” 
In reply, we proceed to show the differen 


while for you, on the other hand, 
at the end of your life (as 
a single action), 

at is to say, Mornin 
by the life-time of the performer, coll 


g and Evening, 

ectively form the oce 
Agnihvtra Performance ; and as thi 
of our life, 


: 18 occasion Presents itsel 
we would perform it on each day; and the Agni 
fully complete by that single pe ce; and the 
tion too woul 


at ; 
the next day, the occasion presenting itge 
sacrifice agai 


lf again, we would 
m; and so on and on, on each day of our life; 
performance would be complete on each day, 
actual repetition,—each dai 
Action by itself ;—for instance, in the c 
n view to a desirable end, people per 


view te magnify the volume of the Res 


in our case, the accompanied 
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purpose of the Injuuc- 
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er again, with a 
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ase of a sacrifice 
form it over and oy 
ult; and in this e 
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look upon these Repetitions as collectively making up the said sacrifice ; 
and in the case in question too, the conditions are exactly the same. In 
your case, on the other hand, inasmuch as yon hold the whole life-time as 
the prescribed time for the performance of the A gnihotru, it could not be 
taken as completed by any daily performance; and hence the perform- 
ances, repeated daily, throughout your life, would make up a single 
performance of the Sacrifice; just as in the case of the Jyotishtoma, the 
sacrifice is made up of the varions repetitions of the same process, in 
connection with each of the Soma vessels, dedicated to Indra and others ;— 
And as this daily repetition would, for you, be due solely to the Injunc- 
tion of the Life-long Performance,—it would be necessary ior you to take 
this Injunction as indirectly indicating the Repetition. 

You have declared that the Repetition is ‘tacitly assumed.’ It is just 
for this reason that it is necessary for you to have recourse to Indication. 
Otherwise it would have been distinctly expressed. : 

For these reasons in both cases, in consideration of what is directly 
expressed by the words of the Vedic texts, we reject what is implied by 
the Context, and conclude that the sentences in question lay down the 
Homa (of the Agnihotra) and the Yaya (of the Durga- Pairnaniisa) with 


reference to the life-time, —and that they lay down a property of the 
Performer. 


Sutra (3): Because we find indicative words to the same effect, 
if the time pertained to the Action, it would fill up the whole 
of it; and the rest would be meaningless. 

We have the text—‘api ha va asha svargdllokacchidyaté yal ·ͥ( amā- 
vāsyām paurnamasim atipatayet’; and by atipattt here is meant trans- 
gression.’ The time for the Darca-Parnamasa, according to you, is the 
whole ltfe- time; and certainly no transgression of that time is possible. 
Because if the performance of a certain action is begun at the prescribed 
time, it is admitted that the time has not been transgressed. And 
certainly one who is a performer of the Darga-Pirnamasa’ could never 
have allowed its prescribed time (his life-time) to lapse without having 
begun its performance; because if he were to die without having begun 
it, be would not be a performer of the ‘ Darca-Parnamisa. If by 
‘ transgression > were meant Ton-completion during the prescribed timo, 
—then too, inasmuch as this Non-completion’ could be ascertained only 
after the death of the performer, the laying down of the Expiatory Rito 
(for such transgression) would be wholly superfluous. 


In accordance with our theory, on the other hand, innsmuch as the 


beginning as well as the completion of the Darpa-Pargamiisa is laid down 


for every month during the life-time of the performer, it is possible that 
113 
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possible for the transgressor to perform the expiatory rite a 
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Objection: “ According to the Pary 
performance has to be re 
“ possibility of one missing t 


44 


apaksha also, inasmuch as the 
peated every month,—and as there is 1 
he repetition in any one month,—it 9 8 0 
Possible for him to perform the expiatory rite after that month has 
“ passed.” 


and not whenever one pleases ; in the case in question we find that the 
occasion for the Rite ig laid 
Purnamdsa; and certainly the 
word ‘ Darga-Pirnamasa’ ; just as the Repetition of certain processes in 
e connection with any one vessel ‘ Jyotishtoma’ (though the 
ö Jyotishtoma is made up of such Repetitions ; consequently the word 
* Darga-Pirnamdsa’ could not but be taken as 
performance of those sacrifices that 


in the sen- 
and as the time would apper- 


ausgression of these would be 
the Amavasya, which would be 
e Expiatory Rite.” 

Reply: This is not possible ; 
that which is transgressed ; Time, by itself, coul 
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trunggression of Time; 
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Rite; and the constituent Repetitions cannot be accepted as denoted by 
the word Pirzamési.’ 


Sutra (4): We have a text that speaks of the completion of the 
Action. If there is time, the performan : ; 
should be distinct. l ces of the Action 
We bave the sentence Darçapū 2 f 8 

Now, if all the life-long 0 %% ;ũ—! yajela. 

ance of the Darga-Purnamaca, then, for reasons fen aloe ae 

Soma-sacrifice would have to be performed only after all the Repetitions 

had been finished; and (as these would be finished only after the death 

of the performer) the dead person could not perform the Soma - sacrifice. 

If, on the other hand, there is time for the performance of the Soma- 

sacrifice (after the completion of the Darca-Pirnamasa), then, in that 

case, the whole life-time could not have been filled up by the performance 
of that Darga-Parpamasa. This non-filling up of the whole life-time is 
found to be possible, only if the ‘life-time’ is taken as a property of the 

Performer ; because, in that case, each monthly performance of the 

Darga-Puraamãsa is . distinct action by itself. Thus then the latter 

art of the Sütra means that if there is time left by the performance 
of the Darpa-Pürnamäsa, for the performance of the Soma-snerifice, then 
each performance of the Darga-Parnamasa should be a distinct action, as 

held by us. 
The latter part of the Sutra is also capable of another interpretation : 

If the whole life-time be laid down as the time for the performance of the 

Darca-Parpamasa, then the Soma-sacrifice, as well as all other actions 

that may be laid down for the man, would be performed in the midst of 

the Darca-Pirnamasa; and in that case, inasmuch as all these other 

Actions would break up the ccntinuity of the life-long extensive Darga- 

Parnamasa, the assertion t Dargaparnamasabhytimishtva’ (‘Having per- 

formed the Darga-Parnamasa’) would be wholly incompatible ; and 

further, this interruption of the Darca-Parnamasa would constitate the 
improper procedure deprecated in such sentences as ‘he falls off from 
heaven, who perverts the sacrifice’ and the like. 

For these reasons also we cannot take the sentence in 
laying down the time. 

The Bhashya proceeds to quote two sentences, which really pertained 
to the foregoing Sutra: One of these is—‘Ahitagnirot asha yah Agnihoira® 
juhoti na D argupurnamasau vi ste, ya ahutibhajo Devatasta anudhyayinté 
karoti.’ This sentence is an Arthavade, having the character ota RT 
tance, relating to another Injunction, in connection with the fact of the 
giving of gifts, etc., being prohibited for one who has been initiated for a 


question as 
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sacrifice; and the sense of the sentence is that ‘ when he fails to nee 
their portions to the Agnihotra-Deities, for a certain time, he a es 
them pine for the offerings’; and this pining could be possible, only when 
the Life-time were the restriction imposed upon the performer. Other- 
wise, if the time were taken as the ti 


Another sentence quoted by the Bhashya is 
satram yadagnihotrum Dar 


ga · Purnamàãdsau cu, 
nirmucyaté mrtyuna ca. The arguments brou 
with the former sentence a 


pply to this also. For when the performance 
of the Agnithotra, ete., would be only option 


al, one could very well avoid 
them by not performing them; and as such it would not be quite right to 
mention—as ig done by the sentence quoted —that one could avoid them 
only by old age or by death, 


Stitra (5): 


‘Jaramaryam va stat 
Jaraya ha va etdbh yd m 
Sht forward in connection 


Because of the non-binding character of the Action 
(according to you), it could not be so. 


The Author connects the last quoted sentences with this Sitra ;—the 
Sense being that what is mentioned in the two sentences could be possible 


only if the Sentence in question were taken as laying down a restric 
while, in accordance with Action would not have a 
binding character; and h 


already shown that 
down time, i 
And now w 


being definite] i 
theii - O pointed ont : 
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Question: « When the 
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Performance of 
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The reply is that ‘eternality’ in this case refers only to the con- 
tinuance of the man’s body. 


Stra (6): Because of contradictions, as before. 


Jf ‘life-long’ is a restriction, qualifyin j 
applied to the subsidiary sacrifices 185 it A 55 could ae pe 
the principal sacrifice that is implied in the subsidiary ),—as „ = 
later on; and if the word were taken as laying down the time for the or 
fice, it would be relegated to the subsidiaries also (and then the subsidiary 
sacrifices, the Saurya, etc., also would come to be performed troue houi 
one’s life, which is not desirable, even for the Parvapaksh). 

Objection: “If the word were taken as laying down the time for the 
„Primary sacrifice, it would be debarred from applying to the subsi- 
«a diaries, just like the two-days“ time, because of the fact of these being 
„ jaid down as to be performed on the spur of the moment.“ 

Reply: It is not s0; because in that case, the idea would be that the 
subsidiaries should be performed on the spur of the moment, on the Puũrna- 
māsi and Amavasya days, throughout one’s life (and this would also make 
the subsidiaries performable throughout one’s life). 


sūtra (1): Tf the Restriction pertain to the performer, the 
Time-injunction would be the occasion. 


The sense of the Sutra is that in accordance with the theory that 
„life-long is a property of the Performer, the word yvi vam, which 
you hold to be the Injunction of time, would become the occasion (for the 
performance). 

The Bhashya speaks of our finding a mention of the completion of the 
Action. But if what is meant by this is the sentence ‘ Darga-Purnamasa- 
by dmish i, etc.,’ then it is a useless repetition (of what has been already 
explained under Sūtra 4). If, on the other hand, it refers to some other 
sentence, inasmuch as he does not quote it, what he says cannot be quite 
intelligible. : 

Consequently, in view of what follows, we must take the Bhashya to 
mean that, in accordance with the Parvapaksha, there would be a non- 
completion of the subsidiaries also (during the life-time), while, according 
to the Siddhanta, their completion is found to be quite possible. 

Or, the Sutra may be taken as recapitulating what has been said 
before (and as such there can be no incongruity in Repetition). 

Or, it may be that though the Author of the Sutra has already said 
that the Restriction in question is a property of the Performer,—yet he 
has not yet shown what, in that case, would be done with the word 


902 TANTRA-VARTIEA. ADH. TI—PADA Iv—aptr. (1). 


% rs '; and hence he now declares that that word can be taken 
as mentioning the occasion. 


Or it may be that the Stra replies to the question —“ In regard to 
the Agnihotra and the Darga-Pirnamasa, inasmuch as we have the men- 
tion of the word ‘ yavajjivam,’ we could take life-long’ as the occasion ; 


bat how can that be the occasion for the Animal sacrifice, the Soma 
sacrifice and the Caturmasya sacrifice ? ” 


that even in the case of these latter, t 


The sense of the Sūtra thus is 
repeatedly, would serve to point out t 


he prescription of time, mentioned 
B wo rve | he ‘life-time’ as the occasion the 
said prescription being in the form of the 


: as sentence ‘vasanté vasanté Jo- 
tisha, etc.” This sentence does not lay down the time = 


e $ for the performance 
of any optional rig because an optional sacrifice, depending for its 
performance upon one’s whim, and as such being only subsidiary, it could 
not be spoken of as to be performed in every spring. Then as for the 
Necessary Binding Sacrifice, if that w 


ere to be performed b i 
one spring, the repetition of“ vasanté’ i g e 


ENEA would be wholly useless. 
—— ground for limiting its performance to only a certain number 
of springs. Consequently, we must conclude that the Injunction means 
that the sacrifice is to be performed in eve 
the life-time of the Performer. 


Nor is 


ry SPRING that might occur during 
E As for the Locative in“ vasanié, that too 
points to vasanta being the occasion, just as it does in the — £ th 
word ‘ bhinné’ in ‘ bhinne juhoti.’ ° i 
It is for these reasons that the Sūtra lays down that, in all thes 
inasmuch as the mention of time lays down restrictions for the i aa 
it must be taken as laying down the Occasion, Thus it is Sas 
necessary and binding character of the Animal sacrifice, = te 


8 t Joi 51 
and the Caturmasya sacrifice becomes established. ha Som: gau 0 


| 
| 
i 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The Action mentioned in different Rescension texts ts the same.] 


Sütra (8): When the texts belon 


8 g to distinct Rescenkions, the 
Actions must be distinct ; because of (differences in) (1) the 


. “name, (2) the form, and (3) the particular details and 
because of (4) Repetition, (5) Deprecation, (6) Incapability, 


„%) Mention of Completion, (8) Expiatory Rites, and (9) 
“Distinct Purposes.” 


{There are various Rescensions of the same Veda; and it is found 
that the same Action ig very often mentioned in all these texts; then 
there arises the question as to whether all these actions are one and the 
same, or is every one of them distinct from the rest.] 

The present Adhikarana is taken up with a view to show that there 
are no grounds for the differentiation of Actions except those already dealt 
with. And hence we proceed to bring forward certain other grounds of 
difference, and then demolish. them; and we shall also show, in course of 
the discussion, that every one of the grounds herein mentioned is included 
in one of those that have been already dealt with in the previous Adhi- 
karanas. 


Question: How is it that yon do not consider the case of Actions 
„mentioned in different Vedas ? 


To this some people reply that different Rescensional texts’ include 
the different Vedas also. ; ; 

But this is not correct, Because in the case of two Rescensions of 
the same Veda, we find that the Action mentioned in them is always 
(in each) in its entire form; while this is not the case with other Vedas 
(the Sama and the rest), which mention only slight details in connection 
with Actions (whose form naturally is believed to be just as it is laid 
down in the Yajar-Veda). 

That is to say, in a case where no ‘Action is laid down, independently 
of the other, it is capable of being cognized as a distinct Action. As for 
instance, in every one of the several Rescensional texts of the Yajurvedn, 
we find the mention of all such sacrifices as the Darça-Pūryamāsa, the 
Jyotishtoma and the like, together with all other details of Material, 
Accessory, etc.,—the mention in each text being independent of that in 
the other; and hence in such cases there is every likelihood of the various 
Jyvlishtomus being distinct from one another. It is not so in the case of 
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two different Vedas; as, for instance, we find that what 15 Stimaveda 
does, with regard to these sacrifices, is to mention them simply 
without making any mention of their Deities or Materials, 
lay down the particular Sama; and H 
this case we find that these are not fo 
mention in the Yajurve 
devoid even of such 


by name, 
—and then to 
ymns to be sung at them. And in 


ch they cannot but depend upon the Yajurveda). 
hat which is laid down in the Sāmavedu, with all its 


is found to be mentioned in the Yujurveda, 
only in connection with certain accessory details; and thus in this case 
it is the latter that stands in need of the former. 


This will be explained 
further under Sutra INI—iii—10. 


Rescensional texts, and not those 


Thus then with regard to the question at issue, we have the fol- 
lowing 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“The Action mentioned in 
is to say, the A gnihotra menti 
“from the’ Agnihotra mention 
“ following rcasons : 

(I) On account of the Difference of Name: 
“declaring that ‘such and such a thing is 
“with the Kathaka Agnihotra, and ‘ that in terre 
“ Agnihotra’ (which shows that the two Agnihotras are distinct, one a 

ts called the ‘ Kathaka’ and another the ‘Taittiriya : 8 
“ differentiatin k Name, whic 


“ dāntara’ dealt with under Sūtra 1I—1—1 ] p Tata Lab. 
(2) 0 . 


Cake dedicated to Agni- 


each Rescensional text is distinct; that 
oned in the Katha Rescension is distinct 
ed in the Taittiriya Rescension ; for the 


f.i. we find 


J en 
found mentioned in connects e 
connection with the Tai 


i, in one te t t 
be ‘ektdagakapala,* xt the 


“the ‘eleven’ and ‘twelve’ are not capab ; ' Masmuch ag 


case of the numb ‘ei 
„with regard to the Vaigvé pk 


Sacrificial details: fi the 
“ Tuittiriyas, in connection with t aire Se lay dowa 12 i fic 
„ground, while those belonging to the other Rescensions do not do 55 
“so also while in connection with the Agni Sacrifice some lay down the 
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“carrying of the water-pot of the tutor, while others do not; and in 
“connection with the Agvamédha, some lay down that the sacrificer 
«should present grass to the Horse, while others do not lay this down - 
„And in all these cases, the differentiating agencies are those of the 
“eating on the ground, carrying of the water-pot, and the presenting of the 
grass, —all of which are mere sacrificial accessories; but taking the 
“ place of the method of the sacrifice, these have been mentioned apart 
„ from the former accessories, which are wholly outside the Dei fecha: 
„ The Bhäshya says others perform other details; and this is simply 
« meant to show the fact of contradictory details being performed by people 
„ belonging to different Rescensions. The word agvaghasadek’ in the 
„ Bhäshya, being in the Ablative, is capable of being construed both 
„ways; when taken with the previous clause, it means ‘ agvagha adde 
„an /⁰i¹,ẽ,ỹ·dharmamãcaranti (they have recourse to other sacrificial details 
“ than the presenting of grass, etc.); while when taken with what follows, 
“it means ‘agvaghistdék nishpannam upakaramakankshati aguamadhadih’ 
„ (the agramedha, etc., stand in need of the help accorded by the present- 
ing of the grass). 
„) Ou account of Repetition: d.e., if the same action were men- 
„ tioned in all the Rescensional texts, there would be many useless Repeti- 
e tions. In this case the differentiating agency is that of ‘ Repetition ’ 
„And has been dealt with under Stra II—ii—2). 
«of the Deity to whom it would be offered; and this want is supplied by 
“the Mantras. Thus then we find that the sacrifices having their materials 
« unl Deities distinctly laid down in the sentence ‘Ashtakapalo bhavatt, the 
«word ‘ Aynéya* must be taken as the name of these sacrifices, on accoun 
„Of the reasons shown under Sira I—iv—4. À | 
„Or, the ashtātapāla ’ having the character of an offering 5 
« word signifies the cakes as purified in the eight vessels, and that whic ; 
«jg purified cannot but be meant as an offering to the gods) we jat Pash i 
“Injunction for entting them into two pieces, and then there is ano a 
Injunction for spreading them and pouring them out, with a o z 
purifying them, which process finally makes the cakes divided ee | 
pieces each; and then we have the Injunction offers the quar SR 
« cake,’ which points to the fact of the Homa also being four in number ; 
and thus the four Deities Agni, &e., also, as pointed out by the mantras, 
„ coming to be recognised as the Deities of the Homas, the word Agnéya | 
\ 


u cannot but be taken as a Name. This explanation saves US from 17 
«anomaly of accepting an Injunction of many objects (which is inevitable 
„ hon tho word is not taken as a Name).“ 
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“here, and not there, as in reve a single Agni sacrifice. 257 
“ this would not be possible if there were a sin; eS: Expiatory Rites: 
ay 8 laying down of distinct 2 mer 
(E) On wut of the 5 — tion,“ yet it is brought forwar 
2 2 2 7 ‘ recation, * 5 > 
“Though this is included in Depre tion of the time (before o? after 
‘ ately = the mere deprecatio 5 s ional al- 
„ Separately ; because inting to both times being optiot 
7 n o 5 — . 
“ sunrise) might be explained as pointing hat is meant by the bringing 
: ance whi iS meant i 
ternatives for the same Action; hence ae that if dhe tao times were 
; 928557 y es is tha at 
„ Forward of the mention of wilt: Snipa ld be faulty: as a matter 
mere optional alternatives, none of them would a op . ath 
“of fact, inasmuch as expiatory rites are laid sige ni ion were the 
“ both both would be faulty; which could not be if the Actio 
3 RE “errr s distinct, 
“same. “Hence the Action must be regarded 3 Ain zes being served. 
“(9) On account of the perception of distinct purposes “ 3 fee 
2 7 * * ray 8 
In accordance with the Sutras of the Sidalanta, n ra mie the sacrificer 
“kinds of this, as follows: (a) we have the rrp ps 1 — 1 of the 
5 8 S: 1 
s TT shoul employ the 
77 ü 1 r initiated, he sho ; . 
happens to be previously hantara-Sāma will have been already 
5 bloed dd ds nge, the Raihania hile if he does not happen to have 
s i initiation ; whi e 
employed at the previous initi ; ia Ta 
s ma Ae tiia 8 he should employ cho den ba gs e 
“tl i daka, however, we have it distinctly laid down tha y 8 
1e ngaka, * 


“toma ts the very first of the sacrifices to be performed. And the nneer. 
“tainty of precedence spoken of in the prev ction would be 


“ possible only if the Jyotishtoma me atter sentence were 
“ other than the Jyotish Same text 


“ sentence. For, if all the Jyotishtomas w 
“inasmuch as in accordance w 


“all texts, it would alw 
“ first, the sacrificer would 
“the said mention of uncertainty— jf he be 

“ wholly incompatible ; as no sacrificer would ever be found fo U atni: 
“tiated, (b) In the case of the Yupaikadagin;, we find the sentence— 
40 yatpakshasammitam Pinuyat . dpd n Syat, athe yadi vedisammitya- 


“ minoti, ete,’ which mentions the two methods of measuring, — by the 
““paksha’ and by the Vedi, —and then deprec 


ates the former, and 
“ accepts the latter, which distinctly shows that 


. tho former is not laid 
“down by any other text. Because if ther cre such another text, what 


ious dire 
ntioned in the! 
toma Occurring in the with the former 


2 
ero one and the same, then 
ith the Tandaka direction, in 


ays be the Tyotishtoma th 
alvays have been initi 


the case of 
at would be performed 
ated for the Jyotishtoma, 
not initiated would be 


cw 


1 
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: i wn and praising 
“ would be the use of deprecating the one, aud laying do 3 15 ae 
“the other. Consequently we must conelude that the measuring by the 
“ ‘eyes of the chariot,’ mentioned in another Rescersional text, does not per- 
“tain to that Action in connection with which we have, in another Rescen- 
„ sional text, the former twa. methods of measuring only, Hence the two 
Net mást be taken as distinct. (c) Some texts mention the excess 
' 5 ive 88 Vids in connection with the Tyotishtoma, while 
“of only eak of the excess of thr. And this would not be explicable 
+ others sp „ ases, were tho same. whil 
sif the Jyotishtomu-Aliratra, in both these c yowe e; lile 
l A distinct the excess will be in accordance with the text in which 
« if they are di es ‘ould be no incongruity. (d) In con 
“the Action occurs, and there wou e 8 A 
: i ith the ‘Sdrasvata’ sacrifice we find the sen ence, 
„„ anti, yë sdnna@yyinasté vatsdn varayanti.’ Of these the 
naste upavigantt, ha A er ee ee 
8 5 a fa are those who have performed the prevague „ while 
i 5 are those who have not performed it; and the presence 
“the th at the Sarasvata would be possible only if the tishi 
“of bo a in different texts were different actions ; as otherwise jf all 
s a as wero one only, the upholders of all texts will have performed 
“ Jyotis pee (the ‘first to be performed’), and as such the Puroddgine 
this a resent at the Sérasvuta. Though this case is exactly similar 
heouldne et 58 speak ok it separately, because the Siddhanta meets this 
1 5 oe m different manner. (e) Lastly, in one „ ite fing 
: 8 -m ’ rashid, ' 
in m Ore niruktak, agnishtomo yajřo rathania £ : % agead 
tence : upahuvyo 2 ‘ hurr ah anνο,,ipuf, uktho 
. ina,’ while in auother we find, upaharyah “ 
« pyãvo dakshina, 7 = kshinā’; and in this case, 
n ihatsiimd, agvah pveto rukmulalato dakshina’; ; 
? ino brihatsimia, f 5 Hymns could be taken as 
ie iew of these two Injunctions, the two ge Wega obtained 
. 15 al alternativos; yet, inasmuch as this alternative 5 . 9 
i 0 Primary sacrifice, any mention of it would A 5 0 U. ies ae 
a 1 the action (upakavya) were one only; while if t ne P 19 55 
oe i tinct, the repetition (of what has been mentione in 8 55 
“are T A Primary) would serve the purposes of restriction, ence 
4 . Actions must be taken as distinct.” 
« the 


“ye Prroda. 


Jyotishtomas 


SIDDHANTA. 


stra (9): The Action is one only; because of the non-differ- 
0 of—(1) Connection, (2) Form, (3) Injunction, and (4) 
Name. 


har is to say, the identity of Actions, recognized by mee i their 
1171 18 : 3 7 
1 s Forms and Accessories, does not disappear even when t ey happen 
5 ned in various Rescensional Texts. 
o 
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. āh- 

The Bhāshya says: The Action spoken of in — . kag 

is one and the same. The sense of the phrase in all rähms — 

n as me is the case even when the Action appears in the v and 

eat — the same Veda. As for instance, When the e ran 9 
ciel sacrifices are mentioned in the Pancavinga and the 9% 

se rãhmanas of the Sama-Veda. 

Ä By ‘ Connection’ is meant the connection of the Result oly ri 

is the chief factor in the relationship. (2) By ‘Forms’ are a By 

Deity and the Material, as being the most nearly related. tives 

‘Injunction’ is meant that which partakes of the Sit menen AR E AE 

the Bhavana. (4) And lastly, by ‘ Name’ are meant Jyotishtoma 
the like, which are found to be exactly the same in all Texts. = 

Thus then, there being so many reasons for recognizing the Action 0 
be the same, we cannot but admit its identity in all Texts. Specially as 
we do not find any reason for taking it as different. 

It might be argued that, “as in the case of different Contexts, 8° 
“also in the case of different Texts, the mutual non-proximity between 
“the mentions of the Action is a very sure ground for taking the two 
„Actions as different,” 

But it is not so; because the same person does not meet with the 
two mentions of the Action (in the two Texts ; thongh in the case of 
Different Contexts he does actually come across both). When it so 
happens that a man has cogn: 


ized a ecrtain act, as mentioned in 


n mentioned elsewhere, 
he may take the one Action to be distinct from th 


possible only in the case of a single Rescensional Te 
of this Text is read by the person. 


happens to be mentioned in different Rese 
ti geen eet the mention of the Jyotishtoma 
of its mention in any other Text; a i 
mention of the sacrifice in his own Te: t, ho! nen he meets with tho 
action, and he has no idea of it 


akes it to be an independent 
3 being different f : j 
(for the simple reason that he ———— i 


des not know of any ` isi 

mentioned in another Text). any other Jyotishtoma 
‘ Bane ¢ 

Objection: But then one who reads the Texts of two Rescen- 
“ sions, could very well know the Jyotishtoma a iona ae 
“ be different from that mentioned in another t 
“case of Different Contexts; and so would i 
„ Aion being mentioned in di 


fferent B 
This is no argument at all; 


one place, 
it is just possible that 
e other. But this is 
xt; because the whole 
When, however, 


the action 
€nsional Texts, on 


e who has 


ext, just as he does in the 
t also be in the case of tho 
rāhmanas.” 
because the texts of various Rescensions 
are never meant to be read by one man: and 


the reason for this is that 


n ee eae Jo istino painta . . 
the Iniune! 18 f: va * edi study distinctly Pomts to a single Text heing 
7 i 
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ādhyāyo'dhyētavyak’ (Veda should be read), we find 
enjoined as to be learnt for the purpose of knowing 
Dharma ; and as such we must attach due significance to the singular 


Number in 5 dhyāyah’; and this distinctly shows that only one Text 
should be studied. 


yection: «In that case, one could not read various Vedas.” 
ply: Not so; because there are other Vedic Injunctions (laying 

down the study of various Vedas) which would serve as exceptions to the 
general Injunction ‘ svādhyāyo’dhyētavyah’ Such injunctions, among 
others, are anay trayyd vidyayā, etc. (By means of the knowledge of 
the Three Vedas), and ‘ vēdānađdhkītya vēdau va, etc.” (Having read the 
a or the two Vedas) [Manu]. And further, the case of two Vedas 
is wholly distinct from that of two Rescensional Texts (of tho Sama 
Veda); as it is not possible for the two Vedas to be taken as optional 
alternatives ; because they are found to be dependent upon each other, and 
are not both found to serve the same purpose; and as such they cannot 
but be taken conjointly. In the case of two Rescensional Texts, on the 
other hand, we find that they are totally independent of each other, 1 
the pointing ont of the Jyotishtoma (for instance); and they are found to 
serve the same purpose ; consequently, they are taken singly, as alter- 
natives. The various Brahmanas too, belonging to the same Rescen- 
sional Text, are taken conjointly, simply on account of their ‘being 
dependent upon one another. 
40 Objection: “So what it comes to is that two Texts are to be taken 
fie alternatives, because they spenk of the same Action; and they are $ 
> be taken as treating of the same Action, because they are slam i 
i oe this involves a most queer interdependence of argumen: 

Reply: It is not so; because the identity of the Action is enon by 
mere recognition; and the fact of each Text being taken singly is uve te 
the Singular Number (in ‘ svddhyfyo'dhyttavyah’). 

Then again, if the mere fact of one’s being very intelligent could 
justify his reading of the texts of various Rescensions, then the fact of 
his being exceptionally rich would justify his making an offering of tho 


Yava and the Vriki mixed up. (That is both of these are equally un- 
allowable.) 
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For these reasons we conclude that it is the same Action mentioned in 
the various texts. 


Sūtra (10): Mere names could not establish difference, because 
the names are of the Veda itself (not of the Action). 


Even if Kathaka,’ + Kaladpaka’ were the names of Actions, then t00, 
inasmuch as these do not occur in the oviginative Injunctions of the 
Actions, they could not serve to distinguish one action from the another. 
As a matter of fact, however, they are not the names of Actions at all; 
because, by the law that ‘it is not right to accept a inultiplicity of mean- 
ings ’, the names belong to the books, and it is indirectly through these 
that they are applied to the Actions (treated of in theso books). 

Question: “But how do you know that these are names of books 
“ indirectly applied to the Action, and not vice versé ale 

Answer: Inasmuch as many Actions are mentioned in one Text, it is 
possible for all these to be referred to by the name of that Text; while on 
the other hand, the Actions mentioned being many, the single Text could 
not be referred to by the names of those. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact, we find the names Kathaka’ and 
the like applied to many Actions, not connected with one another. And 
if that were the name of any one Action it could not very well be applied 
to another, —not even indirectly, by indieation ; because there is no sort of 
connection between the two; and as for the one name denoting all 
Actions, it is as impossible as the denotation of all Individuals by a single 
word (‘cow’). Therefore it must be admitted that it is the Text that 
indicates the Actions, and not the Actions the Text; and consequentiy 
such names as ‘ Kathaka’ and the like would differentiate the Texts, ang 
not the Actions (spoken of in them); because there is no connection 
among these, : 

For this reagon also it must be admitted that it is the same Agnihotra 
sacrifice that ie spoken of as Kafhaka,’ or Kalāpaka, etc., according ag 
it happens to be mentioned in the Kafhaka or the Kaldpaka text. 


Sūtra (11): (If the Name belonged to Actions) all Actions 
would become one. 

The differentiation 8f the cause is generally found to bring about the 
differentiation of the effect. Hence, inasmuch as the name Kathala’ ig 
one only, all actions—Agnihotra and the rest—mentioned in that Text, 
would come to be taken as one (if the nanie belonged to the Actions), 

Though the reasoning herein advanced partakes of the nature of 
the Faulty Apparent Inconsistency (vide Nyayastttras V--i—21), because 
there ig no actual invariable concomitance between the conclusion (oneness 


— 


SAME 1 ) 8 8 ENT K 911 
5 > TEXTS. 
ad ION PRESCRIBED IN DIFFEREN 


iddhanti has 
Fame), —yet the Siddhanti 
f Actions) and the Reason (oneness of Bee ae sly tous 
o 61018 7 1 7 argument, as 2 2 
purposely brought forw a a 1 1 Re 8 eb 
1 rhich is based up allo 
Purvapaksha, w 


tl oug h H bec use T S 4 y S allo W able ag must faulty 
a * fault oinde 18 alw ays D 
II S ; t 2 y ej r 


i t seq. 
arguments. (Vide Nydydsütras V—i—39, et s 7.) 


Stitra (12): The Name is one that has been coined. 


Tt has been shown under Sutra E E re A oka 
and the liko are coined ones; and 5 

ld not very well differentinte the eterna nality of the Class Kathake, 
g That is to say, though on account of the 1 1 3 
the word KG@thaka’ is an eternal one, —yet 1 5 . . 
„ FFV having been taught, pre. 
acount of the fact of that particular Text 


5 d there is no doubt th 
eminently, by the Teacher named Katha.’ An 
it is not the Action that is ta 


not applying to actions, it eo 


ames 


at 
i ; and hence the name 
ught, but the Verbal text; 


uld not differentiate them. 
Stra (13): 

Mere difference in 

establish a differe 


Even a single Action has diverse forms. 


such details as the number of Kapiilas, cannot 
nce between Actions; becanse = long as there ig 
absolutely no difference in the Kapala itself, that in 5 numb 
insignificant detail, Hence we conclude that the two m 
and Twelve are optional alter 
Action, 
Ol fection : 

“tive Tnjunctio 
“alternatives.” 


Reply: This is not 


found in originative Injun 
as such equall 


er is an 

mbers—Eleven 

native accessories with regard to the same 
a 


“ Inasmuch as the n 


umbers are mentioned in the 
n of the 


originan- 
Actions, they cannot be taken as 


Optional 
ite pertinent; because both thp numbers are 
5 a both are equally authoritative (and 
y capable of being taken as optional „ 1 
As for the question as to how the „ 5 5 ans 
tinct originative Injunctions can be taken as on : 
that in the following Siatras. 
i in to the Science, 
2 j i details pertai 
LSC. (14): The Injunction of the i 
5 difference in the sacrificial details, 3 2 
5 0 
n the various texts, simply by way . 7 „ 
nt about the sacrifices, and not sees J* 
actually carried into practice at the perform 


iti of the Text, 
* -=_= Benares edition 


As for 
mentioned i 
be lear 
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Sūtra (15): “Then there will be a repetition as in the case of 
the Agnéya. 


This Sūtra may be taken either as a reiteration of the Parvapaksha 
argument—that many repetitions of the same Action would be useless,— 
or as explaining the repetition of the same Action, as resembling that of 
the Agnéya; the sense of the latter explanation being that the Repetition 


serves the distinct purpose of glorifying the Action (and as such there is 
incongruity in it) (vide Sūtra II—iii—29). 


Sūtra (16): As a matter of fact, however, there is no repetition 
as there is no difference in the method of declaration. 


The word ‘vā’ in the Sutra serves to reject the explanation just 
given in the second interpretation of the foregoing Sutra. And the 
reason for this rejection is that a Repetition is taken as serving other 
minor purposes, only under two conditions: wiz. (1) when the Repetition 
consists ic another mention of the Action only, and (2) when there are 
two objects of Injunction, in a single sentence. In the case in question, 
however, none of these two conditions are present; because we find that 
the Repetition is one of the Primary Action itself together with all its 
details of procedure, ete. This is what the Bhashya understands by the 
word ‘ Crutisamyogavigésha’ in the Sūtra. 

But the Sutra is capable of also another interpretation, as follows: 
As a matter of fact, there is no Repetition in the case in question; because 
one sentence is known as a ‘ Repetition’ of the other, only when both 
occur in the text of the same Rescension ; while in the case in question, 
we find that the mention of the Action is found in distinct Texts of the 
Kathaka, etc.,—and that too only once in each text. 

In accordance with the law spoken of before, that one man can read 
the text of ofly one Rescension, one who has read of the Agnihotra men- 
tioned in the text of the Katha Rescension, does not know of that which is 
mentioned in that of the Taittiriya Rescension; or even if he happens 
to know it, inasmuch as he has all necessary knowledge of the Agnihotra 
from the text of hie own (Katha) Rescension, he takes its mention in the 
other Rescension to be meant for those professing that Rescension ; and 
hence he does not loog upon it as a mere fruitless repetition, Similarly 
does the professor of each particular Rescension treat of the texts of other 
Rescensions. And every one of these professors equally recognizes the 
Agnihotra as mentioned in a single text (this is what is meant by the 
“ non-difference in the method of declaration). 

Nor is there any order of sequence among the various Rescensions ; 
by which i could bo ascertained that it is by the text of any one of 
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them that the Agnihotra is originally spoken of, and those found in the 
rest are mere repetitions. To this effect it has been declared elsewhere : 
‘Inasmuch as all Rescensions have a simultaneous existence, no one of 
them can be looked upon as a repetition of the other ; specially as thero 
is no order of sequence in which tbe various Rescensions are to be studied, 
as there is in the study of the various portions of a single Rescension.’ 

Consequently, even in the case of the mention of an Action in a single 
text, if that very mention (of the same text) happens to be repeated at 
another time, for the sake of another person, such mention is not taken 
to be a mere useless repetition,—and the reason for this is that the 
persons addressed are different in the two cases; so would it also be in 
the case of the mention of the Action in various texts. 

Objection: Inasmuch as the Text of a single Rescension is quite 
enough for explaining things to all men, those of the other Rescensions 
“ are absolutely useless.” 

Reply: They are not useless; because no person studies the texts 
of any two Rescensions; and the mere fact of one text having explained 
things to one person does not make it useless for others. If, however, 
what you mean is that even the professors of other Rescensions should learn 
things from that same Text which serves the purposes of another person, 
—then, all that we can say in reply is that that would be wholly incom- 
patible with the regulations regarding the study of the various Rescensional 
texts, thet have continued from time immemorial; and consequently it 
would never do for all men to study a single text, rejecting all others as 
useless. And then again, it would never do fora Brahmana to reject his 
own traditional Rescensional Text, by which bis own Brahmanical class 
is nemed, in favour of a foreign Rescension ; specially when the labour 
involved in the study of both is exactly the same. Consequently, as the 
studying of other Rescensions would by no means lighten his labours, he 
should study his own traditional text. And it has already been shown that 
the Veda does not deserve the taunt of containing useless repetitions. 


The Sutra after this somehow or other escaped the notice of the 
Author of the Bhashya; and that Sūtra is— 


Sutra (16A): Because of the non-inherence of texts. 
The sense of this Sūtra i ions can 
never be retained in the minà of * 5 
Sutra (17): Because of the non- proximity of the purpose. 


The various texts are known as the ‘ Branches’ of the, Veda-frre, 
simply on account of their containing certain points of tho same kind— 
115 


Oo 
A Abu. (2). 
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6 są 
: j like the many branches of th = 
in the shape of Actions, just li 
i 5 censional 
* hat is to say, if the Action mentioned in the various Mee (Asten 
1 ? F £ 
T Pi differed from one another, then, inasmuch as the — I keuits-in the 
wla be distinct, on account of the fact of the flowers anc y g 
shape of the results of Actions—being different ou —— e Re- 
we would speak of the texts as ‘ distinct 1 nc oad 3 shape 
scensions’ (op Branches). On the other hand, a e the same, the 
of Actions—und the stems—in the shape of Injunctions—ar hich would be 
only difference would be in the details of procedure, etc., w ious branches 
the difference in the number of fruits and flowers on the vari N 
of the tree ; and as such from the similarity of the tree, it is only rig 


the different texts should be spoken of as so many different ‘ Branches 
(Rescensions), 


The stra may als 
regard to Repetition, 


it had been previously addressed. In the case in 


hich is mentioned in one text is not 
on professing a different Text. 


Sūtra (18); The Action (in one text) is not enjoined for one (class 
of Brahniang) only. 


This 3 
Sense of th 


Sor 


particular text only, 


This as regards subsidiaries; ag re 
gards the Py ; . 
am: iei nüs 0 5 5 Maries also, inasmuch 
ike) are not capable of 
i g an i ; 
maries (in na y Particular Rescension, the 


t be taken as laying 
may be desiroug of ‘i 
and hence the Act; ‘ obtaining the result 


ons mentioned in all the 
the performers, 


1 the 
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these (Agnihotras for instance,) lead to the same result, they could not all 
be performed conjointly ; and the result having been accomplished by 
means of anyone of these, all the rest would become useless. If they be 
explained as serving the purpose of optional alternatives,—then it would be 
fur more reasonable to accept the Texts themselves ag optional alterna- 


tives. 


Siztra (19): Because of the mention of completion, ‘sama pti’ may 
be read as ‘ asamapti.’ 

If the sacrifices ( Agnthotra, f.i.) mentioned in various texts were dis- 
tinct actions, then each of them would be completed, just as it would 
happen to be mentioned in its own text, and then we could not have such 
assertions as Our Agnihotra sacrifice does not end here’ (this could be 
possible only when the speaker recognized the Agnihotra that is being per- 
formed to be the same as that mentioned in his own text). The Anvarohas 
are the mantras in connenction with the sthalarchana, and it is with these 
that the sacrifice is finished by the professors of the Maitrayani Rescen- 
sion; but our sacrifice does not end there ” ;—snch assertions of the learners 
of Veda distinctly show that even studeuts—apart from the sacrificers— 
recognise the Actions to be the same. 


Siitra (20): Even when the Action is one and the same, the mention 
of (1) Deprecation, (2) Incapability, and (3) Completion is 
quite explicable. 

(1) All that the mutual deprecation of the offering being made 
before and after sunrise would show would be that the two times are 
optional alternatives. Even according to your theory, you admit the Re- 
sults of such offerings to be alternatives, 

(2) Similarly, as for the Incapability or Capability of Persons, it 
varies with each individual; and it ig equally uncertain, with regard to 
the Details laid down in all texts, as well as with regard to those men- 
tioned in one text only (f. e., there aro men who are quite capable of 
daly carrying out all the minute details mentioned in all the various Texts, 
while there are others that are not capable of performing even those 
mentioned in one Text only) ; and after all there is not much difference 
between the details mentioned in the various texts. 

Some people, with a view to simplification, explain the saira thus: It 
is only those Injunctions of the other texts that are syntactically connected 
with the original Injunction which are taken as common to all men; while 
those that are only related by the Context, could be taken as pertaining to the 

professors of each distinct text. Because the Injunctions laying down the 
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ak: ae ih method of that sacrifice that extends over that ; zte 115 
E cessories mentioned in other te 
not to other texts. Thus then the ac a d as such nok being watered 
not wanted in the method of that Action ; 5 ei a become enbsidiariél 
to by the final Recapitulating Injunction, d eee r Ai 
to that Action ; and consequently they are not p 


: 1222 j tion are 
And then, inasmuch as those connected with the original Injunc 


ili : 1e perform- 
very few, every performer will have the capability of taking tke p 
ance of these latter along with the Action. 


. ecause 
But this explanation does not appear to be quite Proper. — in 
when a subsidiary has been found to belong to an Action menti 


: . rhat is 
another text, if it happens to be of use in another action also, wha 
there that would stop it from pertaining to it ? 


. ‘og for 
That is to say, the Context of each Veda lays down certain duties 
man; and certain] 


y these do not lose all their authority for those * 
profess other Vedas, The same may be said with regard to the differ : 
Rescensional Texts also, All Details are known as qualifying or ar 
ing to Actions, and when the same Action is found to be mentioned in 
another text also, 


why should not the details belong to that also? Even 
though the forms of the Contexts may 
ascertained that the details mentioned in t} 


e same action mentioned in another text; 
difference, ou the scor 


ils mentioned in 
the same C 


And then inasmuch 
is not measured by the number of Rescensional 
© any very great effort to 


rwise, that depends 
r may haye learnt, and hence th 
a difference between Actions, 


Sūtra (21): Then, as for the Mention of the occasion for 
Expiatory Rites — 
This may be taken asr 


tind one text laying down Ex 
Libation before sunrise, whi 


ecalling the ar 


1% „nument urged above (that we 
piatory Rites for the offer 
le anoth 


ing of the morning 
er text lays dow 
offering of the same after sunrise) 


2 such Rites for the 
or it may be taken as meeting, 
in general terms, that objection. 
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Sūtra (22): the application of the Expiatory Rites would be 
controlled in accordance with the method started with. 

In all cases of alternative procedure, one can start with his perform- 
ance, distinctly in accordance with one method of procedure only; and hence, 
if subsequently he happens to leave off the details of that method, and 
takes up those of another, he commits a distinctly wrongful infringement ; 
and thereby renders himself liable to Expiatory Rites; and thus the 
mere mention of Expiatory Rites does not necessarily show that any, or 
both, methods is objectionable or inacceptable by any performer. 


Sūtra (23): Inasmuch as the completion depends upon what 
has gone before, we accept it in accordance with our own 
knowledge. 


We bave shown under Sūtra (19), that the mention of completion is 
compatible with both the unity and diversity of Actions. But, inasmuch 
as the assertion of completion is always in accordance with what the 
speaker might know, it serves to establish the unity of actions; and the 
reason for that assertion is that it is regulated by what has been done 
before in the beginning. 

Or, the sūtra might mean that, inasmuch as all verbal usage 
depends upon its previous acceptance by people, we could conclude that 
the Completion spoken of is like what we actually find to be. And as 
for this, we often find that even when the Action has not been completed, 
as soon as the details mentioned in one test have all been performed, the 
professors of that text declare Our this sacrifice ends here’; and hence 
there is no incompatibility in this assertion (with our theory). 


Sitra (24): The indicative words are equally applicable to both 
of us—(1) because the mention (of the Jyotishtoma as the very 
first to be performed) pertains to all (Rescensions) ; nor does 
the text enjoin another Jyotishtoma ; therefore the Dvadagaha 
would come to be called àhära.“ 


The presence of the uninitiated sacrificers at the Dv&dagtha is equally 
incongruous, for both of us. Because what the Tandaka lays down is the 
fact of tho Jyotishiona mentioned in all texts being always the first to be 
performed. Nor does the Landaka enjoin a distinct Jyotishtoma of its 
own with regard to which alone it would lay down that restriction. Thus, 
then, the restriction applying to the Tajurvedis also, and hence the said 
incongruity being found to be present in both theories, both of us should 
explain tho clause in question as meaning that if the sacriſicers happeu 
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be initiated or not initiated for the Dvadagtha.’ Aud hence on this 
there is no difference between our theories. 
P , 


It has been argued above (Bxdshga, 
there could be no mention o 


f the measuring 
(if the Action were the same). And to 
reply : 


P. 199, line 8, et seq.) that 
of the Paksha and the Vadi 
this we make the following 


e other theory, 


it ia not possible for the 
e Vedi, 


ete., because what the sentence in 
e presence of a single sacrificial post, in 
the absence of the Exãdaęint. 


the sentence ‘ yat pikshasammitam, 
the wake of the Injunction ‘ there is but 


at the Phadagini, 


etc.’ appears in 


nas always appearing as a mere 
3 And the Injunction of the i 
Serves as a Praise, showi 
Post. And as for the 
done at that sacrifice, 
and as such there w 
Owever, che measurin 
by means of Praise; and as such we cannot very well take ; 
8151ng anything else. Consequently it mu 
ing by the paksha,’ which j j 


of praising the measuring by the Vedi? 
sacrifice, this m 


vit would be 
the Ekādaçini ig laid down ; 


Iu the case in question, 


„—the Inj ; 
g by the eyes of the Njunction 


iot, being thns freed fro the f 
Primary Agni sacrifice, would betake itself to its subsidiaries, Pat 


The sūtra may be taken as follows; Tf the measuring with Vedi’ 
ere not lnid down with regard to a substance, then there World be no 
restriction with regard to the measuri paksha; ete., all of 
which would be (equally) implied; aud that would 
direct ment ion of the ‘measuring by 
in question, however. 


w 


In the case 
no contradiction. 


— — a 


a) 


/ 
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Sira (26): On account of the Injunction and the Prohibition, the 
excess would be optional. 


One text lays down the holding of the saodapt at the Atiratra; 
while another pwhibits it; and hence its holding or not holding being 
both optional, when it is not held, there would be an excess of two 
hymns only/ when however it is held, the excess comes to be three 
because in this latter case, there are two Rik Verses added to the gr oup of 
twenty-one, and in ihis way we do not find any contradiction between the 
texts concerned. 


Siitra (27): In the Sadrasvata, on account of the Prohibition, 
we would take the sentence with the conditional if. 


As in regard to the Sarasvata sacrifice, just as in the cage of the 
Dv dagãha shown above, the previous performance of the Tyotishtoma 
would be found necessary for both of us (disputants), both of us should 
explain the sentence concerned as follows: ‘If, in the case of the perfor- 
mance falling in the bright fortnightof the month ending with Paurnamisi, 
the sacrificers happen to be Puroddagins, then they should fast; whereas if, 
in the case of the performance falling within the dark fortnight on ding 
with Amfvasyd, the sacrificers happen to be Sannayyins, they shoul dinos. 
the calves? And in this way, we find that the mention of different 
‘ sacrificers (Purogagins and Sannayyins) : indicates the diferent times of 
the performance, and as such there is no incompatibility, 
Sttrg (28): As for the contradictions involved in regard to the 

Upahavya,— 

The sūtra may be taken as recalling a previous argument 


2 of the 
Pürvapaksha, or as embodying its refutation, in general terms. 


Sttra (29): the repetition would serve the Purpose of 
another accessory. 


The repetition of the ‘Brhat’ and the Rathantara’ could be 
explained as serving the purpose of restricting the number, 


one and the same Action. i 


We find that the Veda, speaking of the Homa in reference to the 
Fraydja laid down in another Rescensional text, lays down the mantra 
‘ kraturrasi, etc., of a different Rescensional text, as to be employed in the 
‘Agmitddna’ (catching hold of the stoue); and this distinctly shows that 


showing 
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: believed t 
h h spoken of in various texts, is firmly 
the Action, thoug 
one and the same. 


; istinct ore 
“ of there being dis g 
a : jection: Because ia = jon in e 
3 5 in each text, the na — 
5 ie be taken as distinct from those in 855 by ats 
an tist the Injunction in each Text would be distinct by its 
“ That is to say, 


e 
0 ving dive 
be saved from the anomaly of having : 
ORES an ee Pe te — to actions mentioned in our own te 
“orders of procedure with regard 


“ay 


. ome any other ` 
“and thus also would the extent of these actions not bec 


“ than that specified in the same text. 


Si (32): Reply: There is no connection with 1 nt 
processes ; the Action is taken as one and the same ; sittin 
Injunctions connected with that Action must be 
affording the idea of that Action alone. 


That all actions are one is show 


- while the 
n by Syntacti a! Connection : while the 
difference in the order 


: by the 
of procedure would, at best. be pointed out er 
0 wh h b i wle Syntactic: 
rder in ich they appen to be mentioned + and as a rule 1 a 

n 0 wW i * CAUSE, as g 
Con ection is al ays more authoritative than mere Order, Bec 


; ayon inthe 
antioned even i 
matter of fact mentic 
mrtis are not 


rejected by any considerations of Order, Time or 5 
and then, how could it be, that that which is pointed out by the Syutacti- 
eal Connection of Vedic texts would be rejected by 
tions ? 


any such considerm- 
Objection - 


“ Deen explaine 
“ need of repeat 
Reply: 
has been said 
it was only 


“Tf this is all that the sit, 
d before, under Sutra Iii 
ing it here. 

Itis no repetition 
for the first time 
an argumont th 


a means, then this has al 
= 


wady 
; and as sy 


wh there was uo 
because what is said in the Present 
(in the Siitras), 

at was OxXplaine 
ay down the conclusi 
as such there is no repetition. 


Shiva 
On the Previans os 
d. while what the 
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ession 
prosent sites 
1 1 
oes is to | wh that argument; and 
Thus then, we conclude that the Ac 
Sional text being distine 


tly recognized As 
these as a distinct Action, And it has al 
Seventh means of difer 


tion Mentioned in each Rese 
the same, We cannot take each 


shown that there is 
e actions, ‘ept those that hare heen 
plained above, which afford all the Means for the 
of Actions 


so been 
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